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OURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir wit BE opserven from a notice we print else. 
where that the whole work of answering petitions in the 
Chancery Division is for the future to be transacted by 
the Secretary of Causes at the Rolls. 





We setreve that the Select Committee on Land 
Titles and Transfer have (amongst other things) resolved 
to recommend, with regard to conveyancing reform, the 
abolition of the present scale of conveyancing charges, 
and the substitution for it, in all cases where it is pos- 


| sible, of an ad valorem scale of payment ; the com 
j use, as far as practicable, of short statutory forms, 


analogous to those used in Scotland ; the practical abo- 
lition of legal mortgages and deeds of re-conveyance by 
giving to the holder of a simple charge upon land all the 
remedies at present possessed by the holder of a legal 
mortgage, and by providing that upon the indorse- 
ment on the charge of a memorandum signed by 
the party entitled thereto, stating that all moneys 
due thereon had been satisfied, the charge itself should, 
ipso facto, determine; the appointment of a real repre- 
sentative to the deceased owner of land, having the same 
control over, and power to make a title to, freeholds, 
which a personal representative now possesses in regard 
to chattels real; the continuation and immediate com- 
pletion of the ordnance survey for England and Wales, 
and its obligatory adoption (subject to such modifications 
as may from time to time become necessary) for identi- 
fying and describing property; and the repeal of the 
Statute of Uses. Upon the subject of land registration 
the committee recommend the establishment, in con- 
venient local centres in England, of deed registries 
provided with indexes referring not only to the persons, 
but to the property comprised in the registered instru- 
ment; the ordnance map being made use of for the 
purpose wherever it is possible, and the party 
registering having the option of recording, for a small 
fee, either the instrument itself or a memorandum of its 
contents, with facilities for provisional registration when- 
ever it may be found necessary. The committee also 
recommend that (except in cases of actual fraud on the 
part of the party registering) every instrument shall rank 
in priority according to the date of its registration; 
and they suggest the appointment in connection with 
each registry or sub-registry, both in England and 
Treland, of an official searcher or staff of searchers, 
whose duty it would be, for a small fee, to search the 
register and to give to intending purchasers or mort- 
gagees a “certificate of search,” showing the state of the 
title as disclosed by the register up to the date of the 
search, each certificate, as in Scotland, to form part of 
the title, and to be evidence, in the case of subsequent 
dealing with the property, as to the previous title dis- 
closed by the register. With regard to the present Land 
Registry Office the committee do not recommend its 
abolition, but suggest that it might be amalgamated 
with the proposed deed registries, and that the two sys- 
tems might be carried on, as far as practicable, concur- 
rently, power being given, as at present, to pass from 
one register to the other. 





Ir 1s ANNOUNCED that the select committee of the House 
of Commons on the Coroners (England) Bill has deter- 
mined to recommend that in future medical men shall 
be disqualified from holding the office of coroner ; and, 
if so, we hope that effect may speedily be given to this 
recommendation by legislation. The only argument in 
favour of medical coroners which is even plausible is that 
special scientific knowledge is needed to understand and 
appreciate medical evidence. But is it necessary that 
medical evidence should be given in jargon needing to be 
interpreted to the jury by the coroner? And is it desir- 
able that the jury should give their verdict, not upon the 
testimony of the medical witnesses, but upon their testi- 
mony as interpreted by the coroner? Lawyer judges 
are able in criminal cases to understand medical evidence, 
and we see no reason why a different class of judges 
should be needed in inquiries which, though in form 
only inveatigations into the cause of death, are, in fact, 
usually inquiries into the guilt or innocence of persons 
implicated, The lawyer coroner is, perhaps, likely to 
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have little knowledge of physiology or anatomy; but 
then it is not his business to give information on these 
subjects to the jury; the medical witnesses are brought 
for that very purpose. On the other hand the medical 
coroner is certain to have little knowledge of the rules 
of evidence, little skill in analyzing testimony, and little 
acquaintance with the practical conduct of an inquiry. 
It is not difficult, we think, to decide which kind of 
ignorance is likely to be the more disastrous. 





Mr. Osnorne Morean, on Monday evening, asked the 
Attorney-General “whether, in view of the state of 
things disclosed by the recent report of the Comptroller 
in Bankruptcy, and particularly in view of the fact 
therein stated, that ‘the actual loss by bad debts in 
cases under the present Bankruptcy Act for the year 
1878 (exclusive of losses from Scotch and Irish insol- 
vencies, joint stock companies, deceased insolvents, private 
arrangements, and the many thousands of small insolven- 
cies not dealt with under the present bankruptcy law) will 
be about twenty-five millions sterling,’ he can hold out 
any hope to the House that any measure of bankruptcy 
reform will be discussed or proceeded with during 
the present session.” In replying to this well-timed 
query the Attorney-General showed rather less de- 
spondency about the prospects of the Bankruptcy Bill. 
Probably cheered by the progress made in Committee 
with the Army Discipline and Regulation Bill, he 
went so far as to say that he ‘“‘ hoped and expected 
that, after the Army Discipline Bill had been passed, 
sufficient time would be left to pass through that 
House the Bankruptcy Act Amendment Bill.”’ It should 
be remembered, however, that this was before the Irish 
University Bill was announced, and perhaps by this 
time the learned gentleman will have relapsed into his 
former state of despair. 





Ir 1s expectep that the Masters of the Common Pleas and 
Exchequer Divisions will next week be in occupation of 
their chambers on the second floor of the new building in 
Bell-yard. Great activity has prevailed throughout the 
present week, both in Chancery-lane and in Bell-yard, 
in connection with the removal, now near at hand, of 
the Record and Writ and Report Offices. The moving 
of fittings and cupboards, and the consequent temporary 
displacement of bundles of records, the accumulations of 
many years, must be a work of some magnitude and 
anxiety, but no complaint has reached us indicating that 
inconvenience has been caused to practitioners, or that 
the machinery of current business has worked otherwise 
than smoothly. We understand that rooms 47 and 48 
in the new building will be devoted to the affidavit and 
Report Office business, room 49 being reserved for the 
general business of the Record and Writ Department. 





We Azz GLAD TO LEARN that some improvement has 
taken place in Vice-Chancellor Malins’ symptoms, and 
on Tuesday he was able without extraordinary fatigue 
to give at his private house the reasons for his judgment 
in Polini v. Gray, the delivery of which occupied 
nearly four hours. 








On the second reading in the House of Lords of the 
Supreme Court of Jadicature (Officers) Bill, on the 19th inst., 
Lord Selborne suggested that if the time of the official 
referees was not fally occupied in the discharge of the 
work assigned to them, they might be advantageously 
employed in other work, and the Lord Chancellor said the 
number of references had not been so great as was expected, 
and he had so that the referees should take some of 
the work devolving on the chief clerks in chambers. The 
work in chambers was very heavy and the suggestion be 
had made had bn acted upon. 








—= 


LIMITATIONS UPON DIVORCE JURISDIC¢. 
TION BY INTERNATIONAL COMITY. 
Tue decision of the majority of the Court of Appeal in 
Niboyet v. Niboyet (27 W. R. 203, L. R. 4 P. D. 1) 
has, to a great extent, re-opened the question under 
what circumstances, if at all, an English divorce court 
can properly exercise jurisdiction over married persons 
domiciled in another country. In this case both hus- 
band and wife were resident in England at the 
institution of the suit, and the adultery was charged 
to have been committed in England, but the husband, 
being a French consul, had not lost his original French 
domicil. Under these circumstances Lords Justices 
James and Cotton held—(1) that the English court had 
jurisdiction to entertain a suit with reference to the 
adultery; and (2) that, if that were established, they 
would have jurisdiction to gravt to the wife the English 
remedy of divorce; although, according to the law of the 
husband’s domicil, she could only have obtained a 
judicial separation. On the other hand, Lord Justice 
Brett upheld Sir R. Phillimore’s decision that the 

English court had no jurisdiction in such a case. 
Looking at this question from the point of view of 
public policy—that is, as to what justice and convenience 
require—we are not altogether satisfied with either of 
these two very different views. It seems to us that 
Lords Justices James and Cotton, in holding that 
Madame Niboyet was entitled to a divorce according to 
English law, have not considered sufficiently how import- 
ant it is that the relations between husband and wife, 
and especially the question whether they are married or 
divorced, should be subject to one single system of 
jurisprudence, the authority of which should be 
recognized everywhere. On the other hand, we do not 
see that it is absolutely necessary for this one system of 
jurisprudence to be administered exclusively by its own 
courts. As the special circumstances of Niboyet v. 
Niboyet remind us, it is possible for a domiciled foreigner 
to live in England for many years in an official position 
which prevents him from losing his domicil of origin. 
In such a case, according to the views of Sir R. 
Phillimore and Lord Justice Brett, neither husband nor 
wife can obtain a divorce except in the courts of the 
husband’s domicil. In some cases they can have no 
redress even there. According to Bishop on Marriage 
and Divorce (section 715), ‘‘In most of the American 
States it is necessary, under statutes, that the plaintiff 
shall have resided in the State for a_ specified 
number of years before bringing his suit for divorce.” 
In England, before the Divorce Act of 1857, no suit for 
a divorce a mensd et thoro could have been instituted 
against any one not resident within the jurisdiction of 
the court, or (after the 2 & 3 Will. 4, c. 93) resident 
somewhere in England or Ireland. Even where the 
court of the husband's domicil has jurisdiction, 
its procedure may be ijl adapted to deal with 
a divorce question arising between parties living 
abroad, and the proceedings will, in any case, be 
more expensive and more liable to miscarry than if they 
had been instituted in the country where the acts to be 
inquired into took place. It is, no doubt, possible that 
the tribunal of the country where the acts took place 
may mistake the law of the country of the matrimonial 
domicil, but in cases of this kind there is very much 
greater risk of the court of the domicil coming to 
erroneous conclusions upon matters of fact which hap- 
pened in a foreign country. Provided the English court 
exercising divorce jurisdiction over persons domiciled 
abroad confines itself to giving the same relief as, or at 
any rate no greater relief than, the aggrieved party is 
entitled to according to the law of the matrimonial 
domicil, we do not see why foreign courts should not 
gratefully accept its assistance with reference to cases 
which, though theoretically within their jurisdiction, are 
practically beyond their reach to deal with satisfactorily. 
We cannot discover that there is any international rule 
that status can only be adjudicated upon in the court of 
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the domicil. In the somewhat analogous case of a ship, 
, itis fully settled that any court within whose jurisdic- 
tion the ship is locally situated can, by a judgment in 
rem, make a@ transfer of the ownership, which will be 
recognized everywhere as good against all the world 
(see Castrique v. Imrie, L. R. 4 H. L. 429.) 

We have suggested that the English court should give 
the same relief as, or at any rate no greater relief than, 
isallowed by the law of the domicil, because we do not 
contemplate that the English court should in any case 
give to domiciled foreigners any grgater relief than it is 
authorized to give to those domiciled in England. For 
instance, if the law of some German or American State 
would give a divorce a vinculo for cruelty, we do not 
contemplate that the English court should be able to 
grant more than a judicial separation. If the aggrieved 
party desires the more complete remedy, he or she must 
apply to the court of the domicil. 

In order that the decisions of the English Divorce Court 
may be recognized by foreign tribunals, that court must 
always be careful not to be drawn, either by mis-state- 
ments of facts or otherwise, into exceeding the inter- 
national limits of its jurisdiction, We have lately seen 
in an Italian journal of international law (Rivista dell 
Instituto Judico Internutionale*) an account of a case 
in which, if the facts be correctly stated, the English 
court granted a divorce to a wife (an Englishwoman by 
birth), although the matrimonial domicil had always 
been Italian. The husband afterwards instituted a suit 
in the Italian court for a judicial separation and the 
forfeiture of the wife’s dowry, and the review above re- 
ferred to publishes the speech of the husband's advocate. 
The sentence of the court is to be published in a future 
number of the review, but we infer that it decided in 
favour of the husband and against the English divorce. 
This case (San T'eodoro v. San Teodoro) was decided by 
the English court on the 28th of May, 1876. We have 
not been able to find any report of the case, although if 
the facts stated above be correct, it was a very important 
and remarkable decision, and not at all easy to reconcile 
with Le Sueur v. Le Sueur (24 W. R. 616, L. R.1 BP. 
D. 139), decided by Sir R. Phillimore two months 
earlier (March 9, 1876). The Italian law does not re- 
cognize divorce for adultery, and, so far as appears, 
the husband never came within the jurisdiction of 
the English court. Cases in which the parties, or any 
of them, are, or have been, resident abroad require 
especial vigilance on the part both of the Queen's Proctor 
and of the divorce court, 





In the House of Commons, on Monday, Mr. Pell asked 
the Secretary to the Treasury when he proposed to give 
effect to his recent Statement that part of the expenses of the 
Charity Commission were to be forthwith defrayed by the 
charities under the erage of the commissioners, and 
whether papers in relation to this matter were to be pre- 
sented to the House. Sir H. Selwin-Ibbetson said he men- 
tioned on a former occasion that some delay would take 
place ; but, in concert with the First Commissioner, he had 
reconsidered the arrangement then proposed, and he hoped 
in a few days to place before the House a Kill carrying out 
the recommendations now agreed to, 

The Central Law Journal quotes from a recent volume of 
American reports the case of Street v. Wern (1 Hawks, 420), 
where the parties baving quarrelled, agreed to fight it out, 
the plaintiff first agreeing with the defendant that he would 
“clear him of the law.” But being badly beaten he 
brought an action for assault, which the court held would 
lie. The consent, said Taylor, ©.J., was void. Hall, J., 
while compelled to follow the rule laid down in Boulter v. 
Clark (Bull N. P. 16), and agreeing that in case of an 
indictment the consent would not stand in the way of a con- 
vietion, doubted “how far a person is enabled to recover 
damages after aaa agreed to take his chance in a combat, 
and after the event s, proved the miscalculation he made 
on his own strength ; considering it merely as a violation of 
& private right, I should say, volenti non sit injurta,” 


* Vallardi, Milan, 1979, 








TREES OVERHANGING HIGHWAYS. 


Szcrion 65 of the Highway Act (5 & 6 Will. 4, c. 50), 
provides that if the surveyor of a highway thinks that it 
is prejudiced by the shade of trees growing in or near 
the hedges, &c., it shall be lawful for any justice of the 
peace, on the application of the surveyor, to summon the 
owner of the land adjoining the highway to appear be- 
fore the justices at a special sessions for the highways; 
and that the question of cutting the trees shall, on proof 
of service of the said summons, and whether the said 
owner attend or not, be determined at the discretion of 
the last-mentioned justices; and the said owner shall 
comply with any order made by them within ten days 
after a copy thereof is left at the usual place of abode of 
such owner or of his steward or agent, and in default 
shall forfeit a sum not exceeding 40s.; and the said 
surveyor, if the justices’ order is not complied with, 
shall cut the trees and shall be reimbursed by such 
owner as aforesaid his charges and expenses, and it shall 


be lawful for the justices to levy, as well such expenses 


as the several and respective penalties thereby imposed, 
by distress and sale of the offender’s goods and chattels. 
Under section 5 of the Act “owner” is to include “ oc- 
cupier” unless there is something in the subject or 
context repugnant to such construction. 

Under these provisions the Master of the Rolls has re- 
cently held, in Wood v. Billericay Highway Board (27 
W. R. 593), that the word “‘owner” in this section in- 
cludes occupier ; hence that the summons and order may 
be properly served on the occupier of the premises only, 
and that such occupier is entitled, in compliance with the 
order, to prune or lop the Jandlord’s trees without the 
landlord’s knowledge or consent. It is not stated in the 
report whether the occupier held under a lease containing 
an exception of timber and other trees ; but the observa- 
tions of the Master of the Rolls appear to be applicable 
to every case of occupation. ‘I have no doabt,” he 
said, “‘ the Act authorizes the occupier to cut the trees ; 
the words are that ‘the owner shall comply’ with the 
order; so that, whoever he is, it gives him authority to 
do it.” 

We cannot say we are convinced that the construction 
thus put upon the section is so clearly right as the 
learned judge seems to have deemed it. Weare inclined 
to think that there is a good deal to be said in favour of 
both the subject and the context of this section being 
repugnant to ‘‘ owner” including “occupier.” In the 
first place, the section expressly refers to “ the owner or 
his steward or agent”—words not properly applicable 
to a mere farming tenant. In the next place, the 
immediately precedirg section (section 64), relating to 
trees planted within fifteen feet of the centre of the 
highway, when it provides that they shall be cut down 
after notice by the surveyor, expressly specifies both 
the owner and the occupier. It enacts that the 
trees ‘shall be cut down - . by the owner 
or occupier.” This seems to us to rather show 
that when section 65 speaks of the owner only it 
means the owner only. And section 68 again specifies 
both owner and occupier. The learned judge lays 
much stress on the provision in section 65, that service of 
the copy of the justices’ order is to be at “the usual 
abode” of the owner, “Are they,” he asks, to go to 
Scotland or Ireland if the owner chooses to reside 
there?” Clearly not, we venture to auswer, for the pro- 
vision of the section is not that service is to be only on 
the owner, but ‘at the usual place of abode of the said 
owner, or of his steward or agent.” The legislature 
has, in fact, provided against the contingency referred 
to by the Master of the Rolls, ‘* Moreover,” the learned 
judge continues, “ it [pruning the trees] is to be done 
within ten days, so that it must mean some one on the 
spot.” Possibly; and the section, as we have seet, ex. 
pressly contemplates a steward or agent on the spot, 

We do not deny, however, that there are some 
difficulties in holding that the section relates exclusively 
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to the landlord, and we are nut concerned to contend 
that the decision is wrong. "What we desire to point out 
is the advisability in future, in cases where a landlord 
desires that the timber on land which he lets shall not 
be lopped or pruned without his consent, of inserting in 
the lease a covenant providing that the tenant shall 
within twenty-four hours after receiving any summons 
or notice under the Highway Act, make known the same 
to the lessor, his executors, administrators, or assigns, 
by delivering to him or them such summons or notice, or 
acopy thereof. The landlord will then always have the 
opportunity of seeing that cause is shown before an 
order is made. 








Recent Bectstans. 


NOTICE OF PAYMENT INTO COURT UNDER 
THE TRUSTEE RELIEF ACT. 


(In re Hardley’s Trusts, C.A., 27 W. R. 587.) 


Here is another burden laid on the back of that long- 
suffering creature, the private trustee. Under rule 5 
of the Chancery Funds (Amended) Orders, 1874 (substi- 
tuted for rule 4 of order 41 of the old Consolidated 
Orders), a trustee, after paying money into court under 
the Trustee Relief Act, ‘‘shall forthwith give notice 
thereof to the several persons named in his affidavit’ as 
interested in, or entitled to, the fund paidin. But what 
is the trustee paying in to do if the address of these 
persons is not known? In Re Hansford (7 W. RB. 199) 
Vice-Chancellor Wood, in a case where the person to 
whom notice was to be given had gone to Australia nine 
years before, and had not since been heard of, dispensed 
with notice (under the similar provision of the Consoli- 
dated Orders), upon production of an affidavit (see 7 
W. R. 254) as to unsuccessful inquiries having been made. 
But in subseauent cases the practice has been to apply 
for the direction of the court as to the mode of giving 
the requisite notice. The first application of this 
sort we have discovered appears to have been in Re 
Goodsman's Will (Weekly Notes, 1870, p. 152), where 
Vice-Chancellor Malins directed that advertisement in 
two New York newspapers should be deemed sufficient 
notice in the case of a person who six months previously 
had been resident in New York, but whose address was 
then unknown. In Re Merryweather’s Trusts (22 L. T. 
N. 8. 603), an application was made to Vice-Chancellor 
James for the direction of the court as to the mode in 
which notice should be served on persons resident in 
Canada, and he directed that the notice should be sent 
by registered letter. And, lastly, in Re Palmer (Weekly 
Notes, 1873, p. 101), Vice-Chancellor Malins, in a case 
where one of the persons who would have been interested 
in the fund had died in Tasmania and had no personal 
representative in England, directed that publication of 
notice in two newspapers circulating in Tasmania should 
be deemed to be sufficient notice to the legal personal 
representative and next of kin. In none of these cases 
does any doubt appear to have been expressed as to the 
regularity of these directions on the part of the judge. 
But in the recent case Mr. Justice Fry declined to give 
any directions as to the mode of advertising for an heir- 
at-law supposed to be in Australia, and the Court of 
Appeal held that there was no jurisdiction to give direc- 
tions as to notice. The question whether sufficient 
notice had been given was, the Master of the Rolls said, 
to be decided on the application to distribute the fund. 
The result is that the trustee paying in may find it im- 
possible to ascertain the address of some person named 
in his affidavit, and yet, if he neglects to discharge the 
duty of giving notice imposed on him by the rule, he 
may be deprived of his costs; and he may not be 
allowed the expense of the steps he may take to ascer- 
tain such address. If Mr. Osborne Morgan could include 
in his valuable Trustee Acts Consolidation and Amend- 
ment Bill a provision giving to the court the juris- 








diction which the Court of Appeal has held it does not 
possess, he would confer an additional benefit on trustees 
and their advisers. There is no reason to fear that 
trustees would be tempted to pay money into court 
merely for the sake of avoiding the difficulty of ascer. 
taining the whereabouts of the persons entitled. That 
is a species of misconduct which the court could always 
visit, as it has hitherto done, by the infliction of costs, 
But to deny,to the court in these proceedings all power 
of dispensing with notice or directing notice by advertise. 
ment appears to us likely seriously to restrict the benefi. 
cial operation of the ‘Act. Practically, the proceedings 
amount to an action of a particular kind, and often en. 
tailing less expense than an ordinary action. Why, 
then, should not the judge have powers facilitating their 
progress, similar to the powers he possesses in an ordi- 
nary action ? 





Rebtews. 
COACHING. 


Tur Srupents’ Guipe— to THE Bar, THE So ticrrors’ 
INTERMEDIATE AND FINAL, AND THE UNIversitTiEs Law, 
Examrations, &c. By Josern A. SHEarwoop, Bart. 
rister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons. 


This little work is mis-named. It ought to have been 
entitled ‘‘ A Treatise on the Best Mode of Ascertaining 
the Length of an Examiner’s Foot.” The learned 
gentlemen who set the papers at Lincoln’s-inn and the 
Law Institution probably little think that vigilant eyes 
are upon them, scanning their mental peculiarities, taking 
note of their legal whims, and discovering their pet sub- 
jects. But this, or something like this, appears to be 
the object of this book. ‘The object of this work,” 
says the author, “is to mention the points which 
hitherto have been, and still are, likely to be questioned 
on in the examination of the Inns of Court, the 
universities, and the Law Institution, and to refer candi- 
dates to the treatises where they are most briefly and 
clearly explained.” Accordingly, we find information 
carefully given to the student of the questions he must 
be prepared to answer, with remarks such as this (p. 4): 
‘When Mr. Broom was examiner he invariably asked 
this”; (p. 41) “ This is a likely question” ; (p. 49) “ The 
following are spot questions.” The student’s mental 
strength is carefully husbanded ; his trainer will not en- 
courage him to waste it on matters not likely to be asked 
about. Thus, on p. 54, he is advised, as to annuities 
to “Merely learn the distinction between annuity 
and rent-charge; nothing more is required.” At 
the same time he is duly warned when he is in danger of a 
possible question from an examiner of an irregularly in- 
quisitive turn—e.g. (p. 68) : ‘‘ Conversion. This belongs 
properly to equity, but read the first paragraph or so on 
the doctrine and the grounds on which it is based. 
There might be a stray question about it.’ And on p. 
45 we have a series of “remarks and references on 
passages which the examiners are fond of asking about, 
especially in the Final Solicitors’,’”’ accompanied with the 
remarks, ‘*This has been asked at the final about half 
a dozen times,” and ‘‘ a favourite question for the final.” 
The information given to the student is always concise, 
but not always sufficient. We should hope there are few 
examiners who would be satisfied, for instance, with the 
answer or ‘‘ remark" (p. 18), “in a tenancy from year 
to year, six months’ notice to quit is necessary.” 





COMPANY LAW. 

A Summary or tHE Law or Companies. By T, Evsracs 
Smitu, Student of the Inner Temple, Stevens & 
Haynes. 

The nature of this little book is sufficiently explained 
in the titie. Mr. Smith gives an outline of company law, 
adding references to the Companies Acts or to the text- 
books. The work is clearly written, and will form @ 
useful introduction to the subject. 
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General Corresponvence. 


—_— 


THE BANKRUPTCY BILL. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—I have just read the observations in your last 
number on the Government Bankruptcy Bill. Itis much 
to be feared that your anticipations as to its fate will be 
realized. But why postpone to another session all legis. 
lation on the subject? The defects of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1869, are serious, but they are few in number, and 
might be remedied by a very short Act. Very little, if 
any, fault has been, or can be, justly found with its pro- 
visions relating to bankruptcy proper. The great blot 
in the Act is sub-section 9 of section 125, which enacts 
that the provisions as to the close of the bankruptcy, the 
discharge of the bankrupt, the release of the trustee in 
bankruptcy, and the audit of his accounts by the comp- 
troller, shall not apply to liquidations. But if this pro- 
vision were repealed, and section 30, prohibiting the 
retention of money in his hands by the trustee in bank- 
ruptcy, were extended to trustees in liquidations ; and a 
debt not presently payable, but certain in amount, and 
absolute, were made a good petitioning creditor’s debt ; 
ard some restrictions were imposed on the use of proxies, 
there can be very little doubt that the Act of 1869 would 
work fairly well, and that it would be unnecessary to 
introduce an entirely new machinery, as to the working 
of which no certain opinion can be formed, and much 
doubt exists. As to compositions, they ought to be 
abolished, except when made by way of arrangement 
under section 28, after the creditors have been able to 
investigate the debtor's affairs with the.aid of a trustee. 

Lincoln’s-inn, June 23. R 








Cases of the Week. 


FraupuLent Deep—Mortcace oF ALL GRaANTOR’s 
Prorerty, PRESENT AND Future—Licence to SrizE— 
13 Exiz. c. 5.—On the 19th inst. the Court of Appeal 
(James, Baggallay, and Thesiger, L.JJ.) reversed the 
decision of Bacon, C.J., in Ex parte Games (27 W. R. 492), 
that a bill of sale of the whole of the grantors’s property, 
present and future, by way of mortgage to secure an existing 
debt and future advances, was void as against the credi- 
tors of the grantor, under the Act 13 Eliz. ¢. 5, as necessarily 
tending to defeat and delay them. The deed contained an 
assignment by the grantor, who wasa farmer, to the grantee, 
of all the grantor’s then existing and after-acquired house- 
hold goods and farming stock, and a power for the grantee, 
after default in payment of the mortgage money by the 
grantor, to take possession of the existing property assigned, 
and also to seize any chattels which should from time to 
time be substituted for the existing chattels, or which should 
for the time being be found in or about the grantor’s dwell- 
ing-house and premises. The grantee had exercised the 
power to seize before the bankruptcy of the grantor. 
James, L.J., said that he could not see any intent to defeat 
or delay creditors. It was intended that the grantor should 
remain in possession of the property and should carry on his 
business, substituting new chattels for those which he sold 
in the ordinary course of business, and that the mortgagee’s 
security should continue on the substituted chattels. Of 
course, the deed could not prevent the grantor from applying 
any moneys which be received in paying his creditors. It 
was nothing more or less than a preference of the particular 
creditor, and such a transaction was only void under the 
bankruptcy law, which did not apply in this case, becausa 
the deed had been executed several years before the bank- 
ruptey of the grantor. Thesiger, L.J., said that the deed 
was no doubt an act of bankruptcy, and might have been 
set aside on that ground, if any creditor had availed him- 
self of itintime. But no creditor had done so, and the 
time for making use of the deed as an act of bankruptcy had 
passed. No consequence could result from an act of which 
creditors might have taken advantage, if they had done so 
in time, but of which they did not take advantage. This 





was decided in Allen v. Bonnett (18 W. R. 874, L. R. 5 Ch. 
577). And, for the purpose of determining whether the 
deed was void under the Statute of Elizabeth, it was imma- 
terial that it assigned the whole of the grantor’s property, 
present and future. As Lord Justice Giffard said in Alton 
v. Harrison (17 W. R. 1034, L. R. 4 Ch. 622, 626) :-—“ It 
makes no difference iu regard to the Statute of Elizabeth 
whether the deed deals with the whole or only a part of the 
grantor’s property. Ifthe deed is bond fide—that is, if it 
is not a mere cloak for retaining a benefit to the granter—it 
is a good deed under the Statute of Elizabeth.” 





PracTicE—TIME FoR APPEALING—APPEAL FRoM LAN- 
CASTER CHANCERY CourT—JupicaturE Act, 1873, ss. 18, 
23—JoupicaTure Act, 1875, s. 16—Orp. 58, rg. 1, 2, 15— 
13 & 14 Vier. c. 43,8. 16.—In a case of Lee v. Nuttall, 
before the Court of Appeal on the 20th inst., the question 
arose whether the time for appealing from decisions of the 
Vice-Chancellor of the Lancaster Chancery Court is now 
regulated by the practice which prevailed before the Judica- 
ture Acts, or by rule 15 of order 58. Before the Judicature 
Acts, the time for appealing was fixed by section 16 of the 
Act 13 & 14 Vict. c. 43, which provided that no appeal from 
any decree or order of the Vice-Chancellor should be pre- 
sented except within six months from the time of making 
the same, unless the Chancellor of the Duchy should other- 
wise direct. The court (James, Baggallay, and Thesiger, 
L.JJ.) held that the time for appealing is now regulated by 
rule 15 of order 58. Baggallay, L.J. (who delivered the judg- 
ment of the court), said that their lordships were clearly of 
opinion that it was the intention of the Legislature that 
(with the exceptions specially provided for) there should be 
@ uniformity, not only as regards the mode in which appeals 
should be presented, viz., by way of re-hearing, but also as 
regards the times within which they should be brought. The 
effect of this decision is to shorten the time for appealing 
from interlocutory orders of the Lancaster Court, and to 
enlarge it in the case of appeals from final orders. James, 
L.J., added that the opinion which he and Bramwell, L.J., 
expressed in a case of In re The Commission Sale and Sample 
Room Company (21 Soxrtcrroxs’ JouRNAL, 46), that appeals 
from the Lancaster Court were still strictly appeals, and not 
rehearings, was not a considered opinion, but only an opinion 
thrown out during the argument, the point as, indeed, 
appears by the report, not having been argued out. His 
lordship said that he was now satisfied that appeals from the 
Lancaster Court are to be treated in the same way as appeals 
from the High Court. 


cee 


ConTINVOUS APPARENT EaSEMENT—LIGHT—DIsPOSITION 
BY OwNeER OF Two TENEMENTS—DEROGATION FROM GRANT 
—Imrtiep ResErvATion.—On the 20th inst., the Court of 
Appeal (James, Baggallay and Thesiger, L.JJ.) affirmed 
the decision of Bacon, V.C., in Wheeldon v. Burrows (27 
W. R. 165). The question was whether, when an owner of 
an estate sells and conveys a part of it to a purchaser with. 
out any reservation, retaining in his possession an adjoin- 
ing part on which there is a building, the windows of 
which abut on the portion sold, there is any implied reser- 
vation to the vendor of the right to the access of light 
through those windows. The facts were briefly as follows: 
—The owner of some property in a town put it up for sale 
by auction in 1875. The plaintiff bought one of the lots, 
and it was conveyed to her on the 6th of January, 1876, 
the deed of conveyance containing no reservation to the 
grantor. In Febraary, 1876, the defendant bought from . 
the vendor, by private contract, another lot, which had been 
put up at the sale but had not been sold, and this lot was 
conveyed to the defendant on the 7th of April, 1876. The 
two lots immediately adjoined each other, and on the 
Gefendant’s land there was a building abutting on the 
plaintiff s land, and having some windows which looked upon 
the plaintiffsland. In January, 1878, the plaintiff erected 
hoardings on the edge of her land, so as to interfere with 
the access of light to the defendant's windows. The 
defendant knocked down the hoardings, and the action 
was brought to restrain him from committing a trespass in 
so doing. The defendant alleged that the access of light 
to his windows over the plaintiff’s land was, at the time of 
the conveyance to the plaintiff an apparent continuous 
easement to which the vendor was entitled, and which was 
by implication reserved to the vendor out of bis grant to 
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the plaintiff, and therefore passed to the defendant by Pracrice—APrEAL—SEcURITY FOR- or 


his subsequent conveyance. The Vice-Chancellor held 
that there was no such implied reservation, and, conse- 
quently, that the plaintiff was entitled to erect the hoard- 
ings, and the defendant had committed a trespass in knock- 
Thesiger, L.J., who delivered the 
judgment of the Court of Appeal, reviewed the principal 
authorities from the earliest times, and said that they 
established two propositions—(1) that, on a grant by the 
owner of an entire heritage of a part of it as it is then 
used and enjoyed, there will pass to the grantee all those 
continuous apparent easements—all those easements which 
are necessary to the reasonable enjoyment of the property 
granted, and which have been used by the grantee in 
respect of the property granted during his unity 
of possession; (2) if the grantor intends to reserve 
any right to himself, he ought to reserve it ex- 
pressly in his grant. The foundation of both 
propositions was the maxim that a grantor could not 
derogate from his own grant. The second proposition was 
subject to some exceptions, as, for instance, in the case of a 
way of necessity. The uniform current of the authorities 
showed that there was a distinction between an implied 
grant and an implied reservation, the only exception being 
the principle of the decision of the Court of Exchequer in 
Pyer v. Carter (1H. & N. 916). But that principle was 
distinctly overruled by the same court in the subsequent 
case of White v. Bass (7 H. & N. 722), and was disapproved 
by Lord Westbury in Suffield v. Brown (12 W. R. 356, 4 
De G. J. & S. 185), and by Lord Chelmsford in Cressley v. 
Lightowler (15 W. R. 801, L. R. 2 Ch. 478). In Watts v. 
Kelson (19 W. R. 338, L. R. 6 Ch. 166) some observations 
approving of Pyer v. Carter were attributed to James and 
Mellish, L.JJ., but they were only observations made 
duriog the argument, and nothing to the same effect was said 
in the judgment. It had been contended that in the present 
case the conveyances to the plaintiff and the defendant, 
though not made actually at the same time, yet were really 
one transaction, as being part and parcel of one intended sale 
by auction. But there was no foundation for that argu- 
ment. The conveyance to the plaintiff was the first in time, 
and her rights must be regulated by that alone. 





ADMINISTRATION OF AssEeTs—SxrcuRED CREDITOR — 
JvpicaTURE Act, 1873, 8s. 2, 25 (sun-secTions, 1, 7)— 
Jupicaturg Act, 1874, ss. 1, 2—JupicaTuRE Act, 1875, ss. 
2, 10.—In a case of Sherwen v. Selkirk, before the Court of 
Appeal on the 21st inst., the question arose whether the 
provision of sub-section 1 of section 25 of the Judicature 
Act, 1873, that the rules of administration in bankruptcy 
are to apply, as to the respective rights of secured and unse- 
cured creditors, in the administration by the court of the 
assets of any person ‘‘ who may die after the passing of this 
Act,” leaving an insolvent estate, applies (notwithstanding 
the postponement by the Judicature Act, 1874, of the 
coming into operation of the Act of 1873! until the 1st of 
November, 1875) to the administration of the estate of any 
person who died between the passing of the Act of 1873, i.e., 
the 5th of August, 1873, and the 1st of November, 1875. 
Malins, V.C., following his own previous decision in Hilton 
v. Jones (26 W. R. 737), held that the provision does 
apply to the estates of persons who died in that interval of 
time. The decision in Hilton v. Jones was appealed from, 
but was sffirmed by the Court of Appeal on a different 
ground (22 Soricirors’ Journat, 800, L. R. 9 Ch. D. 620). 
In Sherwen v. Selkirk the Court of Appeal (James, 
Bagg»llay, and Thesiger, L.JJ.), reversed the decision of the 
Vice-Chancellor, and held that the provision in question 
(now contained in section 10 of the Judicature Act, 1875) 
did not come into operation until the 1st of November, 1875, 
and did not affect the administration of the estate of any 
person who died before that date. James, L.J., said that 
the expression “ the court,” in sub-section 1, must mean the 
new court which was constituted by the Act, and, as the 
constitution of that court was suspended by the Act of 1874, 
it followed that the alteration of the law as to administra- 
tion, which was to be administered by that court, was also 
suspended, His lordship added that this would apply also 
to the provisions of sub-section 7 of section 25, that stipula- 
tions, as to time or otherwise, in contracts are not to be of 
the essence of the contract when they would not, “ before 
the passing” of the Act of 1373, have been deemed in equity 
to be of the essence. 





Arpiicatron.—In a case of The Ship Constan before 
the Court of Appeal on the 25th inst., an application was 
made that an appellant might be ordered to give oy 

und that he was ingol. 


for the costs of his appeal, on the gro d 
vent, he having been bankrupt and having afterwards filed 


a liquidation petition. ‘The court (Jessel, M.R., and Bag. 
gallay and Thesiger, L.JJ.) ordered £20 to be me 
Jessel, M.R., said it was time to put some check u 


applications of this kind in court, and the court would do 

that it could to discourage them. It was well known that 
in such cases the court required only a moderate sum to be 
deposited. An application for security in such cases ought 
to be acceded to, and, if a moderate sum was offered, it 
ought to beaccepted. In future, if this was not done, the 
party whose conduct had compelled an application to the 
court would be ordered to pay the costs of it. 


Court or AppEAL—Jurispiction.—On the 25th inst, 
application was made to the Court of Appeal (Jessel, M.R., 
and Baggallay and Thesiger, L.JJ.) to hear a petition 
which was attached to the court of Malins, V.C. The 
petition had been brought before Fry, J., who was of 
opinion that he had no jurisdiction to hear it, because it 
involved a variation of an order previously made by the 
Vice-Chancellor, and his lordship ordered the petition te 
stand over. Jessel, M.R., said that the Court of Appeal 
had no original jurisdiction to hear the petition. But the 
petitioner could appeal from the order that the petition 
should stand over, and probably that would answer his pur- 
pose equally well, 


Practice—Cuanceky Drviston — JurispicTION — Re- 
HEARING—JuUDICATURE Acts, 1873, ss. 16, 17, 18, 19— 
OrverR 58.—In a case of In re The St. Nazaire Company, 
before the Court of Appeal on the 25th inst., the question 
arose whether the judges of the Chancery Division of the 
High Conrt have now the jurisdiction which was formerly 
possessed by the Master of the Rolls and the Vice-Chan- 
cellors of the Court of Chancery of re-hearing and reviewing 
their own decisions, or the Jecisions of their predecessors, 
On the 27th of January, 1877, Malins, V.C., made an order 
admitting a claim which had been carried in in the winding 
up of the company, for such an amount as should be certified 
by the chief clerk to be due to the claimant. This order was 
appealed from, but the appeal was dismissed by the Court 
of Appeal. In November, 1877, the chief clerk made his 
certificate, finding a large amount to be due to the claimant. 
In January, 1878, some contributories of the company pre- 
sented a petition to the High Court asking for a re-hearing 
of the claim and that the order of the 27th of January, 1877, 
and the certificate of November, 1877, might be discharged. 
It was objected by the claimant that there was no jurisdiction 
to re-hear the claim, but Malins, V.C., overruled the 
objection, and ordered the petition to stand over, to 
enable the parties to adduce evidence in_ relation 
to the claim. The Court of Appeal (Jessel, M.R., and 
Baggallay and Thesiger, L.JJ.) held that the Vice-Chan- 
cellor had no jurisdiction to re-hear or review his own pre- 
vious order, and that he ought to have dismissed the 
petition on that ground. Jessel, M.R., said that under 
the circumstances the petition was really a petition of appeal 
from the previous decision of the Court of Appeal. No 
doubt formerly the Lord Chancellor had power to re-hear 
and review his own decisions, and the decisions of his prede- 
cessors, within certain limits of time, and the Master of the 
Rolls and the Vice-Chancellors, who possessed all his power 
and jurisdiction, subject to an appeal to him, had the same 
power tore-hear and review. But this was clearly an ap- 
pellate, not an original, jurisdiction, and the fair construction 
of sections 16, 17, and 18 of the Judicature Act, and of the 
provisions of order 58, was that only the original jurisdiction 
of the Court of Chancery was transferred to the High Court, 
all its appellate jurisdiction being transferred to the Court 
of Appeal. The result of holding that the old power of re- 
hearing which was possessed by the High Court of Chancery 
was now vested in the Chancery Division of the High Court 
would be that, though the time for appealing to the Court of 
Appeal was limited by rule 15 of order 58 to one year, that time 
would be indirectly extended to five years, that being, at the 
time when the Judicature Act came into operation, the limit 
within which a re-hearing could be applied for. It would 
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also follow that a judge of the High Court could re-hear and 
reverse @ decision of the Court of Appeal that had reversed 
his own previous decision. Thesiger, L.J., said thatin the 
old common Jaw courts there was no power of re-hearing 
analogous to that which existed in the Court of Chancery, 
and therefore, it was clear thas no such power now existed 
in the common law divisions of the High Court. It would be 
contrary to that idea of fusion which was the basis of the 
Judicature Acts to hold that that which was impossible in 
the common law was possible in the Chancery Divisions. 


CompaNy—WInpDINc uPp—ORDER FOR EXAMINATION OF 

ERSONS DEEMED CAPABLE OF GIVING JNFORMATION AS TO 
Deatincs oF Company—Appeat—Locus Sranpt—Dt1s- 
CRETION OF JUDGE—Companies Act, 1862, ss. 115, 138, 
165.—In a case of In re The Gold Company, before the 
Court of Appeal on the 25th inst., the company was in 
voluntary liquidation, and an order had been made by Fry, J., 
upon an application by a contributory of the company under 
sections 138 and 115 of the Companies Act, 1862, that 
certain former officers of the company, including the secre- 
tary, who was the liquidator, should attend and be examined 
for the purpose of giving information as to the dealings of 
the company. The persons whose attendance was thus 
directed appealed, and the Court of Appeal (Jessel, M.R., 
and Baggallay and Thesiger, L.JJ.) affirmed the order. 
Jessel, M.R., said that a person summoned in this way as a 
mere witness for examination on a bond fide application had 
no locus standi to appeal from the order, He was in the same 
position as a witness in an ordinary action, with this addi- 
tional protection, that, while in an ordinary action a 
witness could be subpoenaed at the will of the suitor, under 
section 115 the subpcena could only issue by leave of a 
judge. Of course, if the process of the court was being 
abused, as, for instance, for the purpose of extortion, a mere 
witness would have a right to appeal. Nor had the liqui- 
dator any better locus standi to appeal. No doubt if such 
an application was made by a contributory it was the prac- 
tice to serve the liquidator with notice of it, but that was 
necause he was dominus litis, and it was his. business to 
euforce all claims on behalf of the company. But, if he 
did not choose to interfere, there was no occasion to 
give him any further notice of the proceedings. The 
proceedings were then carried on at the cost of the 
contributory who made the application, The liquidator 
had everything to gain by them, and nothing to 
lose, and had no right to interfere, still less to appeal. 
Moreover, the making of such an order was a matter 
so much within the judicial discretion of the judge 
who had the conduct of the winding up, that the Court of 
Appeal could hardly interfere with the exercise of his dis- 
cretion if the matter was within section 115 at all. The 
court in making such an order acted without legal evidence, 
the object being to keep the matter as secret as possible, in 
order that guilty parties might not have the opportunity of 
avoiding investigation. It was not even necessary that a 
prima facie case should be established ; a case of fair sus- 
picion wight be well worthy of further inquiry. Baggallay, 
L,J., concurred in this view. Indeed he doubted whether 
there was any right at all to appeal from such an order. 
Thesiger, L.J., preferred not to express any opinion on the 
question of locus standi, but rested his judgment on the 
ground that such a case was pre-eminently one for trusting 
to the discretion of the judge of first instance. He thought 
that the Court of Appeal ought not to interfere with that 
discretion, except in one of those extreme cases in which he 
was not sure that even a mere witness would not be entitled 
to appeal. 





Company—ARTICLES OF AssOcIATION— ARTICLE PRO- 
HIBITING ALTERATION—POWER TO ALTER ARTICLES—CoM- 
PANIES Act, 1862, 8. 50.—In a case of Walker v. London 
Tramways Company (Limited), also before the Master of th e 
Rolls on the 20th inst., a question arose whether a com- 
pany could alter its articles of association where, in effect, 
there existed clauses prohibiting alteration of the particular 
article. By their articles of association the company were 
required to set aside a certain sum every year towards the 
formation of a ‘* contingency fund,” and this had been done, 
and the fund amounted to about £18,000. The company 
now desired to apply this fund towards the repair and re- 
newal of their tramways and plant, a mode of application 








which had been decided by his lordship in a case relating to 
this company (Davison v. Gillies, ante, p. 405), to be an un- 
authorized proceeding and ultra vires the articles. The 
company had passed special resolutions rescinding the 
articles as to setting aside the contingency fund and 
preventing the alteration, and had passed articles providing 
for the application of the fund in the mode desired. These 
resolutions had not yet been confirmed by a second meeting, 
and this action had been instituted to obtain a declaration, 
amongst other things, as to the validity of the alterations. 
A question was also raised, but there was no eviderice on the 
point, whether, assuming that certain moneys had been 
lost by peculation of the company’s servants, such loss could 
be made good out of the “ contingency fund.” The Master of 
the Rolls was of opinion that if the peculations had been 
proved, making good a loss occasioned thereby would have 
been a proper application of the contingency fund. As there 
was no evidence before him he could not, of course, decide the 
point. As to the alteration of the articles, he was of opinion 
that no company could contract themselves out of the power 
of altering their articles of association, given to them by 
section 50 of the Companies Act, 1862. Such a power would 
be in fact repealing the section altoge‘her, and, with the 
exception of the memorandum of association, all the regula- 
tions of a company were open to revision. In his opinion 
the shareholders could alter the destination of any part of 
the funds of the company, although no company could say 
that any class of shareholders should have any prefer- 
ential claims to the assets or anything of that sort. He 
would make declarations as to the alteration of the articles as 
soon as the resolutions had been confirmed, and the case 
could then be mentioned again pro for md. 





Crvup—Exrutsion or MEMBER—INTERFERENCE WITH 
Decision or CommitrEE—Power To MAKE New Rvigs 
AFFECTING OLD MeMBERS—MALICE ON PART OF Com- 
MITTEE.—In a case of Dawkins v. Antrobus, before the 
Master of the Rolls on the 23rd inst., a question arose 
whether the members of a club could make a new rule ag to 
the expulsion of old members, and also whether the action 
of the committee under the circumstances could be controlled 
by the court. It was an action by the plaintiff, who had 
been expelled by a proper majority at a general meeting, for 
re-instatement to the club. Upon the rules in eXistence 
when the plaintiff was elected a member, his lordship came 
to the conclusion that there was a power of alteration of 
any rule affecting the interests of the club, and therefore 
that a new rule passed in 1875, as to the expulsion of mem 
bers, was intra vires. His lordship said that, apart from a 
power in the rules allowing such an alteration, it was clear 
no majority of a club could make any new rule expelling an 
old member. A club was in no way different to an} other 
society, or partnership founded on contract, and it was intol- 
erable that in any such case a majority should have the power 
of expelling a minority. Article 26, which his lordship con- 
sidered the plaintiff was bound by, contained a provision for 
the expulsion of members in a certain mode, which had been 
duly followed and proper notice given to the plaintiff. The 
power was to be exercised “ if, in the opinion of the commit- 
tee, the conduct of the member was injurious to the character 
and interests of theclub.” The plaintiff had sent a letter to 
another member of the club, not at the club, having on the 
outside, “‘ dishonourable conduct” of the member, and in- 
side a pamphlet by the plaintiff, in strong and libellous 
language, in reference to the conduct of the member on a 
certain military court of inquiry in which the plaintiff was ia- 
terested,*and also reflecting strongly on other military persons. 
The Master of the Rolls was of opinion that, although, had 
the question been submitted to him, he should have said that 
the mere sending of the letter could not have affected the 
‘* character and interests ” of the club, still he did not con- 
sider the action of the committee so unreasonable as to come 
within the decided cases, and amount to legal malice, and 
entitle him to interfere. The committee migit have other 
than strictly legal evidence before them, and, indeed, the 
might have acted on their knowledge aliunde of the poten | 
facts. The decision of the committee had been confirmed 
by a general meeting according to the club rules, and he 
must assume in favour of the majority that they were not 
influenced by caprice, and that there must be some reason 
against the “ character and interests” of the club why the 
plaintiff should not remain a member. His case failed, and 
the action must be dismissed, with costs. 
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Smip—Torat Wrecx—Dvutr or Masten—SatvacE or 

Satz or Carco—Necgssity For Sate.—In a case of The 
Atlantic Mutual Insurance Company v. Huth, before the 
Master of the Rolls on the 24th inst, a question arose as to 
the duty of the master of the ship under the following 
cireumstances, and whether a sale by him of the cargo was 
valid. Aship had become a total wreck on some rocks about 
fifty miles from Port Elizabeth, in the Cape Colony. The 
cargo was estimated to be worth £40,000, but it was a ques- 
tion whether the ship would break up at once or not. On 
going to bis consul, the captain was advised to sell the 
cargo by public auction, no suggestion being made as to 
salving the cargo, the cargo was eventually so sold for 
£9,000. A portion of the cargo was transhipped by the pur- 
chasers and forwarded to England, where it was ultimately 
sold without prejudice for about £12,000. This action had 
been commenced by the underwriters, who had paid as on a 
total loss, against the purchasers of the cargo, merchants at 
Port Elizabeth, who had bought under conditions of sale 
which rendered the purchase subject to the right of the 
master to sell, and the consignees in England, for a declara- 
tion that the sale was invalid, and that the plaintiffs were 
entitled to the proceeds of the c The plaintiffs’ 
contention was that the right of the master to sell was only 
in case salvage was impossible, and that not having made 
any attempt to salve, which, on the facts, was clearly 
practicable, the sale was bad and they were entitled to the 
cargo. The Master of the Rolls was of opinion that the 
master’s plain duty in such a case was to do his best for the 
salvage of the cargo, and the most usual course was to make 
a bargain with salvors, whereby they took a Jump sum or 
else a proportionate share of the cargo when realized. Asa 
rule cargoes were sold at the nearest port, and he was 
satisfied on the evidencethere would have been nodiffizulty in 
this particular case in getting the cargo salved had anybody 
thought of it. According to the cases on this subject the 
only case in which the master had a right to sell was in a 
case of necessity, either stringent necessity or urgent neces- 
sity, or unavoidable necessity, as it had been called in the 
different cases. What it really meant was that there was no 
chance otherwise of the owners of the cargo getting any- 
thing—i.c., anythiog substantial—by transmission. There 
might, of course, be some peculiar cases where salvage was 
impossible and a sale possible, but he certainly thought 
such a case would be difficult to find, as, generally, a con- 
tract of salvage was more advantageous than a sale. In his 
opinion the onus lay upon the defendants who alleged the 
necessity for the sale to prove it, and this they had failed 
todo. In the first place the master must do all he could to 
prevent the necessity of a sale, and the real fact was that a 
sale was at once agreed upon, and no one had ever suggested 
salving the cargo. Although the Court of Admiralty had, 
no doubt, jurisdiction to review any unconscionable bargain 
as to salvage, he considered that would not deter any 
merchants from entering into such a contract; and, on the 
particular facts of the case, he was clearly of opinion that it 
would have been possible to have cbtained salvage for the 
cargo. The defendants had acted under a mistaken view of 
the law, and he must, therefore, declare the plaintiffs entitled 
to the proceeds of the cargo, after deducting the amount they 
ought to have received as salvors, and the charges and 
expenses they had incurred in bringing the cargo to 
England. 





Practice—ALteration of Ornper—Uwsinaterat Mis- 
TAKE—EsvorcinG UNDERTAKING—AGREEMENT.—In & case 
of Mullins v. Howell, before the Master of the Rolls on the 
20th inst., a question arose whether, where a consent order 
had been made in reference to the doing of certain work 
by the defendant so as to prevent an interference with a 
certain right of way granted to the plaintiff by the defend- 
ant, and where, by inadvertence, the defendant had con- 
sented to do that which wonld render him liable to a for- 
feiture of the lease under which he held the property, the 
court would enforce the order. The order contained an 
undertaking to do the work, which was given in pursuance 
of an agreement to that effect. A motion was made by the 
defendant to rectify the order, and # cross motion was 
made by the plaintiff to enforce the undertaking. The 
Master of the Kolls had no doubt that the court bad jaris- 
diction to discharge an order made on motion, even when 
it had been made under a unilateral mistake, the court 


tions. He also considered he had a discretion as to enforc.. 
ing an attachment in such a case. He did not think that 

the rales under which the court enforced agreements ap-. 
plied of necessity to enforcing orders, because the court 
had a largejarisdiction over its own orders—larger, indeed, 

over interlocutory than over final orders. As there was in 

this case an agreement between the parties, the rules of 
equity would apply, and the defendant having made a mis. 

take, he should not have enforced the agreement against 

him, and therefore, 4 fortiori, he should not enforce the 
undertaking. The mistake had been altogether on the side 
of the defendant, and as the plaintiff was, on both motions,. 
technically right, he should make no order on the motions, 

except that the defendant pay the costs of both. 





PracticE—Ru.xs or Court, Jung, 1876, orp. 16, R. 94 

—Parties—APPoINTMENT OF PARTIES TO REPRESENT HErR- 

at-Law, &¢c.—JuDGMENT—PeETITION.—A short point of 

practice with respect to the interpretation of ord. 16, r. 9a 

was raised in a case of In re Gordon’s Settlement, before Vice-- 
Chancellor Hallon June 13. The rule in question provides 
that, in any case in which the right of an heir-at-law or 
the next of kin, or a class being unascertained, shall depend 
upon the construction which the court may put upon an 
instrument, and the court shall consider it will be conve- 
nient to have the question of construction determined be- 
fore such person or class shal] have been ascertained, the 
court may appoint some one or more person or persons to 
represent the unascertained individual or class, and the 
judgment of the court in the presence of such representa- 

tive shall be binding or the party or class represented. 
In the present case a petition was before the court for the 
determination of the rights of various parties under a settle- 
ment, and it was asked that, under the above rule, the 
petitioners might be appointed to represent one class of 
next of kin, and that the respondents might be appointed 
to represent anotherclass. The registrar of the day pointed 
out that all the preceding rules of the order referred to 
proceedings by “action,” and suggested that as the word 


not have been intended to cover an application by “ peti- 
tion.’ The Vice-Chancellor, however, stated that he had 
himself framed the rule, and that there was nothing in the 
use of the word “judgment,” nor was there any intention, 
to limit the application of the rule to proceedings by ac- 
tion, 


LSE 


PracticE—ApDpING To ACCOUNTS DIRECTED BY DECREE 
—Fravup—Detar—Orper 33.—In a case of Barber v. 
Mackrell, before Fry, J., on the 23rd inst., a question arose 
as to the power of the court to add to the accounts which 
had been directed by the decree in an administration suit, 
and in a subsequent order, upon an application made many 
years after the decree and the order. The suit was com- 
menced in 1867 to administer the estate of a testator, who 
had been a solicitor. An ordinary administration decree 
was made in April, 1867. The testator’s former partner 
claimed to be a creditor for a large sum in respect of the 
partnership, and also filed affidavits in which he said that 
the testator had, during the partnership, drawn for his own 
purposes large sums from the partnership moneys, and had 
caused the cashier of the firm to make entries in the books 
by which it would appear as if mortgages of clients, which 
had been paid off, were still subsisting. The surviving 
partner said that in this way large sums were due to him 
from the estate of the testator, and he claimed to have them 
paid out of the estate, with interest. After these affidavits 
had been filed an order was, by consent, made in December, 
1871, that, in addition to the accounts and inquiries 
directed by the decree, accounts should be taken of the 

artnership dealings and transactions, and inquiries should 
be made as to the assets and debts of the firm. The surviv- 
ing partner consented to be bound by the order as if he had 
been made a party to a suit with the like object. In 
February, 1879, the surviving partner applied by summons 
asking that another account should be added—viz., an 
account of the sams in which the testator, or his estate, was 
indebted to the surviving partner for the sums (if any) 
fraudulently retained by the testator or improperly applied 
by him, and of the interest (if any) which ought to be 
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application was resisted on the ground (inter alia) that, 
there being no charge of fraud in the pleadiogs, and the 
time for amending the pleadings having passed by, there was 
no jurisdiction after the hearing to take the account asked 
for, which would be wholly inconsistent both with the decree 
and with the order of December, 1871. In support of the 
argument reliance was placed upon what was said by Jessel, 
M.R., in Mayer v. Murray (26 W. R. 690, L. R. 8 Ch. D. 
424), with regard to inquiries as to wilful default. Fry, J., 
held that the affidavits which contained the charges of 
fraud, and which were filed before the order of 1871 was 
made, were tantamount to pleadings raising an issue of 
fraud, and that, consequently, on the authority of Mayer v. 
Mvrray, there was jurisdiction to add the account asked for. 
And being of opinion, on the facts, that there had been no 
undue delay in making the application, his lordship acceded 
to the application. 





EasEMENT—RiGHT TO AFFIX SIGNBOARD OF PUBLIC-HOUSE 
on NeicHBouR’s Hovsz.—In a case of Moody v. Steggles, 
before Fry, J., on the 24th inst., the plaintiffs, who were 
the owner and the occupier of a public-house, claimed as 
an easement the right to affix the signboard of the public- 
house to the wall of the defendants’ house. The defend- 
ants’ house stood at the corner of a street and a narrow 
yard leading out of the street ; the plaintiffs’ public-house 
was situate in the yard, and immediately adjoined the 
defendants’ house at the back of it, but the defendants’ 
house projected in front of the public-house, so that it 
could not be seen from the street. The plaintiffs claimed an 
injunction to restrain the defendants from pulling down the 
signboard as they had done. It was urged on behalf of 
the defendants that the right claimed was one of a personal 
nature, or incident only to the occupier of the plaintiffs’ 
house for the purpose of the business of a publican, and 
that such a right could not be claimed as an easement in 
respect of the land. Fry, J., however, on the authority of 
Wood v. Hewitt (8 Q. B. 913); Lancaster v. Eve (5 C. B. 
N. S. 717), and Hoare v. Metropolitan Board of Works 
(L. R. 9 Q. B. 296), held that the easement claimed was a 
valid one. It was proved that the signboard had been 
fixed to the defendants’ house, and that the plaintiffs’ house 
had been occupied as a public-house for more than forty 
years. But it appeared that in 1819 both the houses be- 
longed to the same owner, and it was urged that the court 
ought to assume that the signboard was first affixed to the 
defendants’ house during the period of the common owner- 
ship, and that, as the defendants’ house had been first 
granted away by the common owner, the person to whom 
he granted it acquired the property in the signboard free 
from any easement in favour of the grantor in respect of 
the plaintiffs’ house, as no such easement could be reserved 
by implication. But there was no evidence to show 
whether the plaintiffs’ house had been first used as a 
public-house before or after the conveyance of the defend- 
ants’ house by the common owner, and Fry, J., said that 
he could not, therefore, make the suggested assumption. 
The court was bound, if possible, to assume a rightful 
origin of the easement, and he should, therefore, assume 
® grant of the right to affix the signboard. The injunction 
claimed was accordingly granted, 


Statute or Liirations—Mortcacs with Power or 
Sate—Trusr or Surrptus Moneys Propucep sr Satz— 
Possession ror TWENTY YEARS—TrRust ExtincuisHep.—In 
& case of Chapman v. Corpe, before Fry, J., onthe 19th inst., 
& question of some interest with respect to the Statute of 
Limitations was decided. In 1848 the owner of certain 
leasehold property mortgaged this property by underlease, 
and the mortgage deed contained a power of sale, and a 
declaration that if the property were sold under the power 
of sale for a sum exceeding the sum then due on the mort- 
gage, the surplus moneys should be held upon trust for the 
mortgagor, his executors, administrators, and assigns. In 
1853 the mortgagor was in arrear and the mortgagee 
entered and took possession, which he or his representa- 
tive continued to retain until the sale in 1877. In 1873 
the period of twenty years from the entry by the mort- 
Bagee elapsed. In 1877 the defendant in the action, being 
the sole exeoutor of the sole executor of the mortgagee, 
sold by the direction of the judge, but not, as he alleged, 





under the power of sale, and the present action was com- 
menced by the plaintiff, claiming, as the representative of 
the ‘or, to be entitled to the surplus moneys which 
he alleged to have been produced by the sale. Fry, J., 
held that by the operation of the 28th and 34th sections of 
the Statute of Limitations, the right of the mortgagor to 
redeem was extinguished in 1873, when the twenty years 
elapsed, and that that was accompanied by the extinction 
of the trust of the surplus moneys, which was only to arise 
upon an exercise of the power of sale. Could these sub- 
sequent acts revive the right? His lordship admitted that 
an acknowledgment would do so, bat that did not exist in 
the present case, and nothing short of that would do. His 
lordship then referred to two authorities which he held to 
be strongly against the plaintiffs—Locking v. Parker (21 
W. R. 113, L. B. 8 Ch. 30), and Re Alison, Johnson v. 
Mounsey (27 W. BR. 389, 537), which cases, he said, showed 
that in cases of this description the coart would look at 
the substance of the matter, and not merely at the form. 
Re Alison, Johnson v. Mounsey, was really the same case as 
the present one, except that in that case the conveyance 
was by way of trast for sale, while here the moneys to 
which the trust was to extend were to be moneys arising 
upon an exercise of a power for sale. The two cases were 
practically undistinguishable, and the principle followed 
by the Court of Appeal applied, so that on principle and 
authority the plaintiffs must be held to be wrong, and 
judgment must be given for the defendant with costs. 








Sucieties. 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


The annual dinner of this society was held at the Pall- 
Mall Restaurant, Regent-street, on Wednesday last, the 
25th inst., when thirty-five gentlemen were present. Mr. 
Serjeant Parry occupied the chair. 

The toast of ‘‘The Queen and the Royal Family” having 
been given by the chairman, 

Mr, PickERSGILL proposed ‘‘The Legal Profession.” 

Mr. Montacve Cookson, Q.C., in responding to the toast, 
said the United Law Students’ Society did much, in his 
opinion, for the legal profession. Viewed from its intel- 
lectual and its working side, it did much to train men to 
distinguish themselves in the profession by openiag up 
their minds, by training their logical faculties, and by add- 
ing to their natural gifts through the various agencies 
which the society supplied. Viewed from its festive side, 
it did also much for the egal profession. They were esseu- 
tially an united profession when they met upon such an 
occasion as the present, but they still remained also a 
divided provession, and he hoped that division would still 
continue. The society did this usefal work, that it enabled 
the members of these two difierent branches to know each 
other socially round such a festive table as this, therefore 
he hoped these dinners would not be discontinued. The 
society, in one word, aimed at two things. Though he 
thought it had no motto, he might suggest that ia connec- 
tion with the legal profession it might carry this one, “ Cal- 
ture and Confraternity.” Culture during its working 
hours it was an object of the society to promote—confra- 
ternity during hours like these. 

Mr. W. Dowson also responded. He said the society 
met, not only round the festive beard, but they had other 
meetings at Clement’s-inn, which were attended by a fair 
sprinkling of members of both branches of the profession. 
They saw these barristers and solicitors meeting together 
on one common footing in the endeavour to cultivate 
themselves in their profession, and to learn something, if 
possible, beyond the mere dry technicalities of the law. 
They called theirs the United Law Students’ Society, and 
they were in that degree a society which united together 
the two branches of the profession. Whatever might be 
their individual opinions as to the advisability of keeping 
the two branches separate in the practical working of the 
legal procedure, he was sure they were all agreed that it 
was to the advantage of both to interchange ideas, and to 
become acquainted with the opinions and feelings of each 
other, 

The CHAIRMAN next gave the toast of the evening, namely, 
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“ Success to the Society.” He said his chief duty was to ex- 


press the strong sense he had of the value of a society like this. ° 


He understood this was not a society merely of one branch 
of the profession, but that it was a society which invited 
members of both branches in their early years, before they 
engaged in the actual practical duties of life—and even 
after that time they might belong to it—that invited both 
branches of the profession to become members in ordér that 
the real interests of that profession might be protected by 
them. What were the interests of their profession? One 
of its chief interests was that barristers, solicitors, and 
articled clerks should thoroughly know each other, should 
thoroughly understand each other, and should be thoroughly 
united. He was perfectly certain that if the society 
continued to exist it -would greatly improve both 
branches of the profession. The society had been estab- 
lished since 1864, It was ten years older than the 
present Parliament, and was not likely to be dissolved 
either this year or next. During the whole of its exist- 
ence the society had worked in an admirable manner to 
promote the interests of the profession. It had constant 
meetings—six meetings 2 month regularly. It had a great 
correspondence. It was united with a great many societies 
throughout the kingdom, and he believed it gave great 
facilities to students who came up during the last year of 
their studentships, und that was very important. They 
found, when they came to London, a society like this ready 
to greet them and ready to promote their interests in the 
best possible way they could. He also believed that, 
besides, this society conferred a sort of legal: education. 
He understood there were “moots” in the society when 
legal questions were discussed. He was not sure that 
there were not mock trials, whatever they might mean, and 
he hoped witnesses were called, duly sworn, duly examined, 
duly cross-examined, duly re-examined, and then the most 
harsh comments made upon the testimony that they had 
given, because a mock trial would not be at all complete 
unless advocates were represcuted on the occasion. He also 
learned that the society had been founded for the purpose 
almost of promoting the art cf publi: oratory. He supposed 
public oratory was an art. It was only the poet that 
was born, orators were made. Yet it was difficult 
to think that ors were made, considering what 
orators they had in this country. They had had some of the 
greatest names in oratory connected with England, Scotland, 
and Ireland. And it should always be borne in mind that 
the art of oratory never could be thoroughly promoted — 
never could be thoroughly carried out in any country in 
which the utmos: freedom of discussion was not allowed. 
In France, he be d he was right in saying that sucha 
society as this could not hold its regular meetings without 
the permission of the police. Certainly in Spain, in Italy, 
in Germany, andin other countries there was not the 
same freedom of discussion and freedom of action as 
there wes in this. They could do almost anything 
in the way of freedom of discussion in this country 
except to call a man a chiffonicr, or aresurrection man, or a 
hangman, or a booksellers’ hack. He believed they could not 
do that without incurring a very considerable penalty. Short 
of that they might say almost anything, and he was eure that 
if Lord Beaconsfield or Mr. Gladstone were present they 
would gay that they bad been called ail the most abusive 
names men had ever been called in their public life. But he 
did not think abuse was a true emblem of free discussion. 
He did not think that calling names was a true 
emblem or symptom of free discussion. They need 
never indulge in anything of the kind, and al- 
though he did not wish to pnt himself forward in any possible 
way—he would rather take any other ‘illustration—yet 
the humble succese he bad achieved in his profession 
had been achieved by avoiding calling people names, 
by discussizg matters upon their merits merely, and 
not in a personal way, and he thought that true 
freedom of all kinds would consist in that. If this 
society did teach the att of oratory it did a great thing. 
In almost ail their svocations in life the power of speaking 
well, and of expressing their sentiments and opinions, was 4 
most valuable privilege, and it was a privilege that he was 
sure they would enjoy all the better for belonging to such a 
society as this before they entered on the practical duties of 
life. In this country a man who could not speak might just 
as wel) pass his existence privately. A man who could not 
utter bis sentiments, who could not say what be thought 















upon every possible subject, had better keep to private 
life. A public life in this country, from the very 
hmnblest calling up to the highest, required the power: 
of public speaking and a capacity for saying that which 
they thought and that which they meant. The other day 
he believed a peer of the realm occupied the chair in the 
room in which they were sitting, who spoke remarkably 
well, but there were many working men in this country who 
might take that chair and speak equally well, and they 
might do so far better than he (the chairman) did. The 
advantage of public speaking in this country was that it 
pervaded all classes as a useful privilege, both socially and 
publicly. It was a valuable privilege which they ought to 
prize most highly and endeavour to act upon. They had 
all felt the value of the society and the real benefits which 
it conferred. He begged, therefore, to propose the toast 
** Success to the Law Students’ Society,” and he hoped it 
might long continue to prosper, and that its numbers might 
increase. 

Mr. W. C. Owey, in responding, said there had been forty 
new members during the past year, and the attendance at 
the meetings had been very fairly good. They were in- 
debted to the Ancients of Clement’s-inn, and to the Incorpo- 
rated Law Society, for the use of the rooms for their meet- 


ings. 

Mr. Swinren Eapy, LL.D., next gave the “ Officers of the 
Society,” which was responded to by Mr. W. S. Surruey. 

Mr. E. H. Quicxe then proposed ‘‘ The Societies in 
Union.” 

Mr. Hasvam (Bolton Law Students’ Society), in respond- 
ing, said they had thirty-one members in Bolton, a larger 
number in comparison than that of any other society. They 
had also had a mock trial at which some 300 or 400 persons 
were present. 

Mr. F. B. Morte next gave “ The Health of the Chair. 
man.” 

The toast was drunk with musical honours, and the 
CHAIRMAN responded. 

The above society held its usual fortnightly meeting at 
the Law Institution on Monday last, the 23rd inst., under 
the presidency of Mr. E. H. Pickersgill. The subject for 
debate was the following—viz,, “A. bequeaths £1,000 to 
trustees on trust for B. for life, remainder to B.’s son, with 
the usual power of accumulation duriog the minority of B.'s 
sor. in ease he shall be under age at B.’s death. Is such 
power of accumuiation valid?’ (Theobald on Wills, p. 
305; Jarman on Wills, 3rd ed., vol. 1, p. 285; Elis y. 
Maxwell, 3 Beav. 596; Pease v. Kekewich, 15 Beav. 166.) 
Mr. Wilson opened in the affirmative, and was opposed by 
Messrs. Gatey, Rundle-Nevey, and Tillotson. Mr. Wilson 
replied, The chairman then addressed the meeting, and on 
the motion being put to the vote a division was found 
necessary, and the chairman ultimately decided in the 
affirmative by his casting-vote. The House adjourned at 
9.15 p.m. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 

The debate held last Tuesday, the 24th inst., Mr. Lloyd 
Jones in the chair, brought the discussions for this session 
to a close, with the question, ‘‘Does the Government 
deserve the confidence of the country?” Mr. T.B. Napier 
opened the question in the negative, and was followed by 
Mr. Benwell, also negative, and Mr. W. E. Snow affirma- 
tive; the discussion being then open Mr. Van Sommer, 
Mr. Barry, and Mr. Ellis supported the affirmative, and 
Mr. Edgworth and Mr. Garrett the negative. The opener 
having replied, the question was put to the meeting, and 
decided in the affirmative. 














New Orvers, Ete. 


CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Notice as TO ANSWERING PeTITIONS, 
Secretary's Office, Roll’s-yard. 

Notice is hereby given that by order of the Lord Chan- 
ceHor and the Master of the lolls the duty of receiving and 
placing fiats on petitions preferred in the courts of the 
Chancery Division (other than that of the Master of the 
Rolls), at present performed in the Lord Chancellor's prin- 
cipal secretary’s office, will, on and after, Tuesday, the 10th 
of June, be transferred to this office. 


Jonw Komi.xy, Secretary. 
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Appouinturents, Ete. 


Mr. Epmunp Ketty Baytey, barrister, has been elected 
one of the Sheriffs of London and Middlesex for the ensuing 
ear, Mr. Bayley is an LL.B. of St. Jobn’s College, Cam- 
ridge. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in 
Hilary Term, 1871, and is a member of the South-Eastern 
Circuit. 

The Hon. Ropert St. Jonn Firzwatter Bvurtier, 
barrister, has been appointed a Deputy-Lieutenant for the 
County of Middlesex. Mr. Butler is the third son of the 
fourteenth Lord Dunboyne. He was born in 1844, and isa 

vate of Trinity College, Dublin. He was called to the 
bar at tte Inner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1869, and 
formerly practised in the Court of Chancery. Mr. Butler 
was appointed a master of the Court of Exchequer in 
1874. 

Mr. Henry Homewoop Crawrorp, solicitor (of the firm 
of Chorley, Crawford, & Chester), of 34, Moorgate-street, 
bas been appointed by Mr. Charles Woolloton, sheriff-elect, 
to be one of the Under-Sheriffs of London and Middlesex for 
the ensuing year. Mr. Crawford was admitted a solicitor in 
1872, and is solicitor to the Vintners’ Company. This is 
Mr. Crawford’s fourth appointment to the office of under- 
sheriff. 

Mr. Joun Cotter, barrister, has been appointed Honorary 
Examiner in Law at the City of London College. Mr. 
Cutler has been professor of law and jurisprudence at King’s 
College, London, since 1864, and is also standing counsel 
to the Association for the Protection of Trade Marks, 


Mr. Heyry Barcrave Deane, barrister, has been 
appointed Secretary to the Royal Commission on Wellington 
College. Mr. Deane is the son of Dr. James Parker Deane, 
Q.C. Vicar-General and Admiralty Advocate. He was 
educated at Balliol College, Oxford, and was called to the 
bar at the Inner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1870. 


Mr. Epwarp CarrvutHers Litt1z, solicitor, has been 
appointed a Magistrate for Gloucestershire. Mr. Little was 
admitted a solicitor in 1845, and practised till recently at 
Stroud, being clerk to the magistrates and returning officer for 
-the borough, 

Mr. Tomas Epwarp Wess, Q.C., LL.D., bas been ap- 
pointed Public Urator of the University of Dublin. Mr. 
Webb was educated at Trinity College, and graduated B.A. 
in 1850, and LL.D. in 1859. He was called to the bar at 
Dublin in 1861, and is 2 member of the Munster Cireuit. 
He became a Queen’s Counsel in 1874, and is also Regius 
Profe:sor of Civil Law, and a Fellow of Trinity College. 


Mr. Ronert Tuomas Waraag, solicitor (of the firm of 
Wragg & Edwards), of 7, Great St. Helen’s and Leyton, has 
been appointed by Mr. Edmund Kelly Bayley, sheriff-elect, 
to be one of the Under-Sheriffs of London and Middlesex for 
the ensuing year. Mr. Wragg was admitted a solicitor in 
1862, and is vestry clerk of St. Helen’s, Bishopsgate, and 
of St. Mary’s, Leyton, clerk to the Leyton Local Board, 
and solicitor to the South Essex Conservative Registration 
Association. 





According to an American journal, an old judge recently 
udvised a young lawyer that ‘* he would do well to pick some 
of the feathers from the wings of his imagination and stick 
them into the tail of his judgment.” 


At the Lambeth Police Oourt on Tuesday, Alfred Henry 

y was charged on remand with obtaining £15 by false 

tences from Mr. W. H. Fullagar, a solicitor for whom 

acted during his illness, He was further charged with 
obteining £7 from a publican named Kerston, to pay 
Counsel in an action then pending. The case has already 

m reported. As to the charge preferred by Mr. Kerston, 
he stated that he bad given the prisuner £7 to be paid to 
Mr. Besley. Mr. Watson submitted that no criminal 
offence could be imputed, as a specific sum must be obtained 
for a special purpose. After a long discussion on the legal 
question, Mr. Chance expressed his intention to commit the 
defendant on both charges, The magistrate, on an appli- 
cation by the prisoner, who said he had been in prison a 
month, refused to reduce the amount of bail, which would 
Temain at two in £200 each. The prisoner was committed 
on both charges for trial to the Central Criminal Court. 








High Court of Justice, 


CHANCERY DIVISION. 
(Before Fry, J., for Maxis, V.C.) 
June 20.—Sazelbye v. Wray. 


Bristowe, Q.C., and Macnaghten, moved in this case to 
commit the defendant, Mr. Aaron Wray, a solicitor, to 
prison for breach of a perpetual injunction granted by Vice- 
Chancellor Malins in November, 1873, restraining the 
defendant from carrying on, either directly or indirectly, the 
practice of an attorney or solicitor, or acting as clerk to any 
attorney or solicitor, in Kingston-upon-Hull, or within 
twenty miles thereof, but not including Great Driffield, in 
the county of York. 

The defendant had been originally a clerk to the firm of 
England, Saxelbye, & Sharpe, practising as solicitors at 
Kingston-upon-Hull, and was afterwards articled to them. 
He then entered into a covenant with Mr. Saxelbye, one of 
the firm, not to practise within that district, and upon his 
attempting to do so in 1873 the above injunction was 
granted. Mr. Saxelbye died in April, 1877, and his two 
sons, who had obtained leave to carry on the suit, were the 
present applicants to commit the defendant for breach of the 
injunction. It appeared that the defendant had taken offices 
in Hull] in May last, and had declared his intention of carry- 
ing on the business of a solicitor. 

Higgins, Q.C., who appeared for the defendant, said his 
contention was that as Mr. Saxelbye, the father, had died, 
he was no longer bound by his covenant, and he had 
declared his intention of practising only with a view to 
having the question of law decided, but had no intention of 
acting disrespectfully to the court. 

Fry, J., was of opinion that the defendant had been 
guilty of a breach of the perp-tual injunction granted against 
him; but upon his making to the court full apology for the 
breach of the injunction and undertaking forthwith to cease 
carrying on the business of a solicitor at Kingstcn-upon- 
Hull, or within twenty miles thereof, except at Great 
Driffield, and the plaintiffs not desiring to press for actual 
committal, he would simply order the defendant to pay to 
the plaintiffs their costs of this motion.— Zimes. 








Leqislattaw of the Weck. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
JUNE 19.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
Privats Brrt.—Arundel Estate. 
Supreme Court or Jupicaturs (Orricers). MrtRoPoLitan 
Pustic CarriaGE AcT AMENDMENT. 
BILLS IN COMMITTEE, 

Prosecution or Orrences (passed through Committee). 
CuILpREN’s Dancrrovus Perrormances (passed through 
Committee). 

JUNE 20.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME, 
Private Bitus.—Yarmouth and North Norfolk (Light) 


Railway. 

BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 
Racecoursss (Msrrorous). Omnisus Recutation. 
JUNE 23.—BILL READ A SECOND TIME, 
Tuames River (PREvENTION OF Fioops), 

BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Privats Bitts. — Warrington Corporation, Swindon, 
Marlborough, and Andover Railway, Aire and Calder Naviga- 
tion, Eastbourne Local Board, Cawbridge Tramways (No. 
1), St. Alban City Extension, Stourbridge Gas. 

Prosecution oF Orrencers. 
JUNE 24.—BILL READ A SECOND TIME. 
Compantss Acts AMENDMENT. 
BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Private Brets—London and North-Western Railway 
(Denbigh, Ruthin, and Corwen Railway, Vesting), Great 
Northern and Great Eastern Railway Companies, Lancashire 
and Yorkshire Railway, London and North-Western Railway 
(New Railways), Midland Railway, Blackbarn Improvement, 
West Lancashire Railway, Stratford-upon-Avon Corporation 
and Local Board of Health, Great Grimsby Street Tramways, 
Portsmouth, Southsea, and Landport and Portsmouth and 
Cosham Street Tramways, 

















686 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


June 28, 1879, 








Suprry or Drink on Crepit. Merrorous (WuiTE- 
CHAPEL AND Limenovsez) Iaprovements ScHeME AMEND- 
MENT. Enctosure ProvistonaL Orper (MatrerpaLe 
Common). Enctosure Provisionan Orper (Repmoor 
AnD Go.zerpon Commons). EnctosurE Provisiona 
Orver (East Starnmore Common). Loca GovERNMENT 
(Hicuways) ProvistionaL Orpers (GLOUCESTER AND 
Henzrorp). Locat Government (HicHways) Provi- 
stonaL OrpErs (Dorset, &c.). Loca GovERNMENT 
ProvisionaL Orpers (CasTieTon-By-Rocupauz, &c.). 
Locat GovernMENT ProvistonaL Orpers (AXMINSTER 
Union, &c.). Locat Government ProvisionaL OrpERS 
(ABERGAVENNY Union, &c.). 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
JUNE 19.—BILL IN COMMITTEE. 
Army Discipuing anp Reauation (clause 44), 
JUNE 20.—BILL IN COMMITTEE. 
Army Discretine anp Recuation (clauses 45—47). 
BILL READ A THIRD TIME. 

Marriaces Conrrrmation (Her Masesry’s Sutps). 
BILL READ A FIRST TIME. 
ConsoLipaTED Funp (No. 4). 

JUNE 23.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 

Private Bitts. — Croesor and Portmadoc Railway, 
Edwards’s Estate, Freiston Shore Reclamation, Goldsmid 
Estate.~ 
ConsoLipatep Funp (No. 4). Spreirs. Enctosure Pro- 

VIstonaL OrpER (Wurrtineton Common). 
BILLS IN COMMITTEE. 

Army Discrprinze anp Rezcutation (clauses 47—69). 
Pustic Loans (Remission) (passed through Com- 
mittee). ArtizAns Dwetuines Act Extension. 

BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Private Biris.—Christ Church, Newgate-street (London), 
Tithes, Llandisilio Commissioners, Maryport District and 
Harbour. 

Wormwoop Scruss Recuration. Satmon Fisuery Law 
AmenpMEnT (No. 2). Satz or Foop anp Drugs Act 
AMENDMENT. 

JUNE 24.—BILLS IN COMMITTEE. 

Army Discirtine anp Recuuation (clauses 69—76), 
ConsotipateD Funp (No. 4) (passed through Com- 
mittee). 

BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

PrivaTE Birts.—Grantham Borough, Imperial Continental 
Gas Association, Southwark and Deptford Tramways, Ilkley 
Gas, Thames and Severn Canal. 

JUNE 25.--BILL READ A THIRD TIME, 
ConsotipateD Funp (No. 4). 
BILL READ A FIRST TIME. 

Bint To AMEND THE ELEMENTARY EpvucaTion AMENDMENT 
Act or 1873 by repuctnc yrom 50 to 30 YEARS THE 
PERIOD DURING WHICH THE REPAYMENT OF LOANS CON- 
TRACTED BY ScHOOL Boards MIGHT EXTEND. (Mr. Han- 
bury.) 





aa . 


haw Student’s Saournal. 


CALLS TO THE BAR. 

The undermentioned gentlemen were on Wednesday called 
to the bar :— 

InneR TzempLe.—Charles Swinfen Eady (holder of a 
certificate of honour, second class, Trinity Term, 1879, of a 
studentship, first class, Hilary, 1878, both awarded by the 
Council of Legal Education, and of a pupil scholarship in 
equity, awarded by the Inner Temple, July, 1878), of the 
University of London, LL.D. ; Charles Edward Munro 
Edwards, Oxford; Arthur Beilby Pearson, B.A., Cam- 
bridge ; John Arthur Fyler, B.A., Oxford; Arthur Tewdyr 
Davies Barrington, Oxford; George Wilson Waterhouse, 
B.A., Cambridge ; Thomas Radford Potts, B.A., Oxford; 
Archibald Coysgarne Sim, B.A., Oxford ; Lister Maurice 
Drummond; Thomas De Malton Lee Braddell, Oxford ; 
Ernest Hatton, B.A., Cambridge; Alexander Keith Wyllie, 
Cambridge ; Thomas Lee Roberts; Walter Boldero Paton, 
B.A., Oxford; Walter Charles Alan Ker, B.A., Cambridge; 








——= 
Douglas Harry Coghill, B.A., Oxford; Ernest William 
Godfrey, B.A., Oxford ; William Kellman Chandler, (Can. 
bridge; Balasundram Sam _ Shreenivassi; rze He 
Emmott, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge; Hubert (slar Shepherd 
Ellis, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge ; Andrew Douglas Lawrie, 
B.A., Oxford; James Fawdington Skipper, B.A., Cambridge. 
Herbert Thompson, B.A., Cambridge; Clement Martin le 
Breton; John Ogle, B.A., Oxford; Alfred. William Gree, 
and Charles Andrew Pope, B.A., Oxford, Esqs. 

Mippte Temp_e.—Hamilton Ross; Thomas William Lewis. 
Allan Edward Batchelor, B.A., Oxford; Thomas Macdonald, 
University of London, holder of a scholarship in equity ang 
of a scholarship in international law, granted by the Middl 
Temple; L. C. D’Auvergne Lipscomb; Frederic M. ¢ 
Mackarness, B.A., Oxford; Edward Bruce Hindle, Liong 
Henry Rosenthal, B.A., Dublin; William Frederick Hamilton, 
LL.B., London University, second class in honours Trinity 
Examination, 1879, holder of a studentship in Roman lay, 
1878; Thomas Christopher Down, University of London; 
William Robert Palmer, University of London; Joseph 
William Thompson, LL.B., Cambridge, and B.A. London : 
Patrick Rose Smith ; Edward Henry George Kelso; George 
Henry Withers, M.A., Oxford ; Martin Joseph Blake, B.A, 
Dublin; Frederick M’Dermott; Naoshi Sagisaka, University 
of Japan; Nobushige Iriye, University of Japan ; Middl 
‘Tempie scholar in common law ; Alexander Ward ; Nichola 
Joseph Synnott, B.A., London University; Arthur E. Chap. 
man, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge ; Augustus Beddall, and Her. 
bert Louis Power Elles, B.A., Cambridge, Middle Temp 
scholar in criminal law, Esqs. 

Linconn’s-InN.—Jobn Juckham William Andrews, B.A, 
Oxford; Henry Seton Karr, B.A., Oxford ; John Burty 
Barrow, B.A., Oxford ; Frederick David Maxwell, B.A, 
Oxford; Alfred Barnard Basset, B.A., Cambridge ; Stuart 
Shephard, LL.M., Cambridge ; Alexander Copland M’ Nish, 
B.A., Oxford; William Embleton-Fox, B.A., Oxford; 
William George Frederick Cavendish-Bentinck, B.A., Cam 
bridge ; William Edward Washbourne, M.A., Oxford; 
William Hugh Fowle, B.A., Cambridge; William Brown, 
B.A., Cambridge; Bagot Francis Molesworth (Lincola’e 
inn scholarship in equity, 1878), M.A., Cambridge, late 
scholar of King’s College ; Henry Walrond Simpkinsoa, 
(Lincoln’s-inn scholarship in the law of real and personal 
property, 1878), M.A., Cambridge, Fellow of St. John’s 
College ; Logan Shirreg (studentship in jurisprudence and 
Roman civil law, C.L.E., Trinity Term, 1877 ; certificate of 
honour, second class, Trinity Term, 1879), B.A., Oxford; 
Thomas Coney Tunnard Moore, B.A., Oxford ; Robert Sharp 
Borgnis Hammond-Chambers, B.A., Oxford; William 
Bradford, M.A., Cambridge; James Lennox Hamilton, B,A, 
Oxford ; Robert Frederick Norton (studentship in jurispri- 
dence and Roman civil law, C.L.E., Trinity Term, 1877, 
Lincoln’s-inn scholarship in the law of real and personal 
property, 1879), LL.B. and B.A., London; Thomas Almont 
Hind (Lincoln’s-inn scholarship in common law, 1879; 
Thomas William Maude, M.A., Oxford, late of Ballidl 
College; Villiers de Saussure Fowke, Exeter College 
Oxford ; Aubrey John Spencer (studentship in jurisprudence 
and Roman civil law, C.L.E., Hilary Term, 1879), B.A, 
Oxford, and Romer Edward Younghusband, Balliol College, 
Oxford, Esqs. 

Gray’s-InN.—Henry George Watts, M.A., Oxford, and 
Thomas Terrell, Esqs. 


MIDDLE TEMPLE. 


The eight following scholarships have been awarded to 
students of the Middle Temple by the masters of the bench: 
—Common law.—One first-class scholarship of 100 guineas 
to Alfred Aspinall Tobin, Esq., University College, Oxford; 
and one second-class scholarship of thirty guineas to Ralph 
B. Barry, Eeq. Real and personal property.—One first- 
class scholarship of 100 guineas to Robert Colin Ringrose, 
Esq., University of Edinburgh; and one second-class 
scholarship of thirty ~~ to Frederick Hardyman Parker, 
Esq., University of Edinburgh, M.A. Equity.—One first- 
class scholarship of 100 guineas to Arthur Robert Ingpen, 
Esq., University of London ; and one second-class scholar- 
ship of thirty guineas to Hugh Owen Edwards, Esqy 
University of London. International law.—One first-class 
scholarship of 100 guineas to William Edward Jobnston, 
Esq., barrister of the Australian Bar,)and one second-class 
scholarship of thirty guineas to Thomas Macdonald, Esq» 
University of London. 
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Court Papers. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
Court of MAsTERr OF THE 
‘Aye Routs. V.C. Maurs. 


Date. mAb. 
Monday, June 30Mr. Ward Mr. Clowes Mr. King 
Tuesday, July 1 Pemberton Koe Merivale 
Wednesday.... 2 Ward Clowes King 
Thursday .... 3 Pemberton Koe Merivale 
Friday........ 4 Ward Clowes 

5 Pemberton Koe 


Saturday eevee 
y.0. Bacon. V.C. Hats. 


Monday, June 30Mr. Jackson Mr. Farrer 
Tuesday, July Cc Teesdale 
Wednesday.... Farrer 
Thursday .... Teesdale 
Friday....eeee Farrer 
Saturday]....s0 Teesdale 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


June 30.—Messrs. BAxTER, Payne, & Lepper, at the Mart, 
at 2 p.m., freehold and leasehold properties (see advertise- 
ment, June 14, p. 6). 

June 30.—Messrs. HERRING & Son, at the Mart, at 2p.m., 
freehold and leasehold properties (see advertisement, June 21, 


. 4). 
ay 1.—Messrs. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, & FARMER, at the 
Mart, freehold estates (see advertisement, June 14, pp. 8 and 
0 


10). 

Sar |—-Mesere Fuitier & FuLuer, at the Mart, at 1 for 2 
p.m., freehold estate (see advertisement, June 14, p. 18). 

July 1.— Mr. Witu1AM HoveuTon, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., 
freehold properties (see advertisement, June 14, p. 18). 

July 2.—Mr. Davin J. CuatTeLL, at tbe Mart, at 2 p.m., 
prbela a leasehold properties (see advertisement, this 
week, p. 6). 

July 2.—Messrs. FAREBROTHER, ELLIS, Crank, & Co., at the 

_ Mart, at 2 p.m., freehold and copyhold properties (s ee 
advertisement, June 14, p. 15). 

July 3.—Mr. T. WHEELER, at the Mart, at 12 for 1 p.m., 
leasehold property (see advertisement, this week, p. 6). 





PUBLIC COMPANIES. 
June 26, 1879. 
GOVERNMENT FUNDS, 


$ per Cent. Consols, 973 Annuitias, April, 85, 9% 

Ditto for Acvcunt, July 2,97} | Do. (Red Sea T.) Ang. 1908 

Bo. 3 per Cent, Reduced, 96} Ex Bills, £1000, 24 per Ct.22 pm. 
New 3 per Conv., 96} Ditto, £500, Do, 22 pm. 

Do, $4 perCent., Jan, "94 Ditto, 2100 & £2¢c, 22 pm. 

Do, 24 per Cont., Jan. '94 Bank of England Stock, 263 
Annuities, Jan, ’80 Ditte for Account. 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 


Ind.8tk.,5 per C.,July,’80,103} xd, Enf.Pr.5§ perCont., May, 81 
Dittotor Account, — Ditto Debertures, 4 per Cent, 
Ditto 4 per Ceat., Oct. "88, 1043 April, "64 

Ditto, ditto, Certificates — Do.Do,5 per Cent., Aug. 73 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr.,4 per Cent. Do, Bonds, 4 per Cent. £1000 
dnd Bnf.Pr., 5 per C.,Jan.’72 | Ditto, ditto, under £1000 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS, 


BIRTHS, 

ALEXANDER.—June 14, at Arbroath, the wife of William 
Alexander, solicitor, of a daughter. 

Britron.—June 22, at 21, Neville-street, Onslow- rdens, 
8.W., the wife of A. H. Britton, of the Middle Temple, 
barrister-at-law, of a son. . 

Ciay.—June 23, at 3, Gordon-street, Gordon-square, the wife 
of William Henry Clay, of the Middle Temple, barrister-at- 
law, of a son. 

HERscHELL.—June 20, at 46, Grosvenor-gardens, the wife of 
Farrer Herschell, Q.C., M.P., of a daughter. 

Jackson.—June 25, at Woodville, Gravesend, the wife o 
Richard Ste Jackson, of St. Benet-place, Gracechurch- 
street, E.C., solicitor, of a son. 





Wesr.—June 18, at Egremont Lodge, Tressillian-crescent, St. 
John’s, S.E., the wife of Albert , of {Poultry-chambers, 
No. 24, Queen Victoria-street, of a son. 

MARRIAGE. 

ProcrokR—BALDWIN.—June 19, at Giggleswick. Richard 
Proctor, of Burnley, solicitor, to Elizabeth, daughter of the 
late Alexander Baldwin, f Seale, solicitor. 

T 


TuHomPson.—June 16, at Bongate "Halll, Appleby, Westmore- 
land, George Rowland Thompson, solicitor and coroner for 
the county of Westmoreland, aged 47. . 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Frwar, Jone 20, 1879. 
Robinson, Raisbeck Welford, and Frederick Thomas Rushton, Lancaster 
pl, Strand, Solicitors, June t 
Taylor, Thomas Richard, and Lever Robert Rowbottom, Wigar, Soli- 
eitors. June l4 


Winding up of Joint Steck Companies, 
Liwirep ty CHANCERY, 
Farpay, June 20, 1879. 

British and Foreign Fire Office, Limited —The M.R. has fixed July 1 at 
11 at his chambers as the time and place for the appointment of an 
official liquidator 

Holyhead Shipbuilding and Trading Company, Limited.—V.C. Hall has 
fixed June 30 at 12 at his chambers as the time and plice for the ap- 
pointment ofan official liquidator 

Prideaux’s Patent Fuel Economising Company, Limited.—Petition for 
winding up presented June 16, directed to be heard before the M.R. 
on June 28. Webb, Queen Victoria st, solcitor for the petitioner 

Vron Slate Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up presented 
June 19, dirested to be hearé before the M.R, on June 28. Oehme 
and Summerhays, Gresham House, Old Broad st, solicitors for the 
petitioner 

County PauatinE oF LancastTge. 
Fripay, June 20, 1879. 

Evan Leigh, Son, and Co, Limited,—By an order made by the V.C. 
dated June 9, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up be con- 
tinued, and that Thomas Parkinson, Moorside Work», Bury, be ap- 
pointed an additional liquidator. Addleshaw and Warburton, Man- 
chester, solicitors for the petitioner. 


Tuzgspay, June 24, 1879. 

Anglo-American Leather Cloth Compaay, Limited.—V.C. ‘Hall has 
fixed July 4 at 12.30. at his chambers, for the appointment of an 
official liquidator 

Avo-side Engine Company, Limited.—By an order made by the M.R., 
dated June 14, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the 
company be continued. Clarke and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields, agents 
for Russell and Co, Bristol, solicitors for the petitioners 

Bedworth Coal and Iron Company, Limited.—By an order made by the 
M.R., dated June 14, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up 
of the company be continued. Beale and Co, Birmingham, solicitors 
for the petitioners 

Engiebourne Slate Quarries, Limited.—The M.R. has, by an order 
dated June 10, appointed William Lewis Clifton Browne, 5 Queen 
st, to be official jiquidator. Creditors are required, on or be- 
fore July 22, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their deb‘s or claims, to the above. Tuesday, Aug 5 at 11, is ap- 
pointed for bearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

Limerick and North Kerry Junction Railway Company.—By an order 
made by the M.R., dated June 14, it was ordered that the above 
company be wound up. Meynell and Pember:on, Whitehall pl, soli- 
citcrs for the petitioner 

bester and ‘Bombay Spinning and Manufacturing Company, 
Limited.—The M.R. has by an order dated Apr 29, appointed Thomas 
Guest, Manchester, and William Edward Garforth, Dukinfield, or 
Manchester, to be joint official liquidators, Creditors are required, 
on or before Nov 2, to send their names aud addresses and the 
particulars of their debts or claims to the above. Dec 20 at 12 is ap- 
poiated for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

Sun Coal Company, Liauted.—By an order made by the M.R., dated 
June 14, it was ordered that the above company be wound up. Wood- 
bridge and Sons, Clifford’s inn, solicitors for the peti 3 

Taylor’s Patent Sewing Machine Company, Limited—By an order 
made by Fry, J., dated June 11, it was ordered that the above com- 
pany be wound up. Bridges and Co, Red Lion sq, soliciters for the 
petitioner 








UNirmiTeD 1n CHANCERY. 
Tusspay, Jane 24, 187%. ‘ 
Harborne Railway Company.—Petition, presented June 16, praying 
the confirmation of a scheme of arrangement, directed to be heard 
before the Hon Sir E. Fry on July 18, Wilkins and Co, St Swithin’s 
, solicitors for the petiti 
Park Drive Building Society.—Petition for winding up, presented June 
20, directed to be heard before V.C. Hall on July 4. Frank and, 
Ch y lane, solicitor for the petitioner 
Security Institution.—V.C. Hall has, by an order dated June 12, ap- 
pointed Robert Hugh Sioley, of New City Chambers, Bishopsgate st, 
to be official liquidator, Creditors are required on or before July 28 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of theie debts 
or claims to the above. Aug 7 at 12 is appointed for hearing and ad- 
judicating upon the debts and claims 


County PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
Liwrrep 1n CHANCERY. 
Tugspay, Jane 24, 1879. 

Commercial Mills (Blackburn) Company, Limited.—By an order made 
by the V.C., dated June 16, it wasordered that the above compavy 
be wound up. Gill and Archer, Liverpool, solicitors for the peti- 
tioners 
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Rhoden Spinning and Manufacturing Cae, Limited.—By an order 
made by the V.C., dated June 16, it was ordered that the above com- 
pany be wound up. Houghton and Mures, Preston, solicitors for the 


petitioners 
Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Tvrspay, June 24, 1879. 
—— Vite, A.O.F., Biue Bell Inn, Shaw, nr Oldham, Lancashire. 
une 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. - 


Farway, June 20, 1879, 
Brewer, Samuel, Bishopsgate st Within, Pianoforte Manufacturer. 
an 1, Stannard v. Stone, V.C. Hall. Ockerby, St Paul’s Church- 
ya 


Davies, Thomas, Llanrhidian, Glamorgan, Miller. July 21. Davies v. 
Davies, M.R. Bear, jun, Swansea 

Fysh, James Henry, Stamford, Lincoln, Esq. 
Thompson, M.R. Phillips, Stamford 

Littlewood, George, Cumberworth, York, Farmer. July 14. Little- 
wood v. Littlewood, V.C. Bacon. Mulls, Had.ersfield 

Lord, Charles, Margate, Linendraper, July 15. Rogers vy. Lord, V.C. 
Hall. Isaacsoa, Margate 

Newdick, Alfred, Milienhall, Suffolk, Farmer. July 19. 
Newdick, V.C. Bacon. Isaacson, Mildenhall 

Spicer, Boys, Marden, Kent. July 14. Spicer v. Spicer, V.C, Hall, 
Mempes, Maidstone 

Stone, Joseph, Walworth rd, Ironfounder. July14. Stone v. Stone, 
V.C. Bacon. Swann, Chancery lane 


Jaly 22. Sykes v. 


Bevan v, 


Creditors under 22 & 28 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Clarm. 
TvEspay, June 10, 1879. 

Aylen, Thomas, Portsea, Currier. July 12. Blake and R301, Po: 
sea 

Barnes, Berjamin, Hereford, Gent. July 10. Brocklehurst and Co 
Macclesfieid 

Berry, Sharman West, Woodbridge, Scffolk, Gunmaker. July 31. 
Wood, Woodbridge 

Buon, John, Forest Hill, Kent,Gent. July 10. East, Basinghall st 

oo Jane, Trowbridge, Wilts. Jone 28. Rodway and Co, Trow- 

mace 

Carr, Bennett, Eckington, Derby, Chemist. July 3i. Alderson and 
Co, Eckington 

Chapman, William, Stamford, Linco!n, Esq. July 21. Pollock and Co, 
Lincoin’s inn fields 

Dixen, John, Abberton, Essex, Innke2per. July 12. Prior, Co'chester 

Dugmore, Cecilia Rachel, Bagthorpe, Norfolk. Jaly 5. Merreditns 
and Co, Lincoln’s inn, London 

Fanx, Eiward Honor, Grafton st, Fitzroy sq, Gent. ‘July12. Emmet 

= and Sen, Bloomsbury sq 

Fisher, Franess, Oidscale, Wythop, Camberland. July 10. 
ard Simpson, Cockermosth 

Ford, Stephen, North Wraxall, Wilts, Farmer. June 12. Inman and 
Inman, Bath 

Francis, William, Tunbridge Wells, Kent, Farmer. July 31. Cripps 
and Sor, Tuabridge Weils 

Gillard, Mary, Lambeth-road, Surrey. June 30. Pettiver, Colleze- 
street, College-hil! 

Green, John, Cannon-street, Wholesails Grocer, July 15. Thomson, 
and Co., Cornhill 

Hill, George, Deeping St. Nicholas, Lincoln, 
Wiles, & Co., Donington 

Hiscocks, Carcline Jalia, Hove, Sussex. July 1. Goodman, Brighton. 

Jackson, John, Chorley, Lancaster, Bank Manager. July 25. Stanton, 


Caoriey 

Jenkins, David, Tyllwyd, near Neath, Lime Merchant. July 21. 
Davies, Neath 

Lees, Thomas Evans, Woodfield, Lancaster, Esq. July 13. Tweedale, 
and Co., Oldbam 

Middleton, John, Eastbourne, Durham, Aug. Wooler, Darlington 

Mildmay, Louisa Josephine S: John, Balham, Surrey. July 17. 
Greatbach, St. John’s Wood-road, London 

Porter, Thomas, Warrington, Brewer. July 4. Brook and Davies, 
Worrington 

Porchas, Rev. Joan, Montpelier-villas, Brighton, Clerk. 


Aug 14. 
_Woods and Dempster, Brighton 
~*~ re ee Gloucester, Builder. Jaly 24. Faseell and 
1 


Riddie, Mary, Redland, Bristol. July 1. Gregory and Son, Bristol 

Robarts, Mary Ano, Chipping Barnet, Hertford. Augil. Moore and 
Currey, Knightrider-street, Doctors’-commons 

Shaw, John, Hurst Cross, near Ashton-under-Lyne, Shopkeeper. June 
23. Clayton, Ashton-uader-Lyne 

Shute, Thomas Josiah Warren, Bristol, Commission Agent. Jane 24. 
Salmon. Bristol 

ye Hannah, Gamlingsy, Cambridge. Aug6. Chapman, Biggles- 
Ww 


Speight, Thomas, Pannal, York, Machine Wool Comber. Aug 4. 
Weed and Co., Bradford 

Vickersteff, Elizabeth, Banbury st, Birmingham. July 17. Snow and 
Atkics, Birmingham 

Whise, William, Sasdhurst, Gloucester, Gent. July 24. Bounnor, 
Gloucester 

Whitham, George, Huddersfield, Boot Dealer. July 10. Ainley and 
Hai', Haddersficia 

Wileon, John, Gosport, Southampton, Outfitter. July 12. Blake and 
Hees, Porteca 


Hayton 


Farmer. S pt. 6. 


Faiwat, Jace 12, 1979, 
Ashworth, William, Hasiingéen, Lancaster, Gent: Aug 7. Thompson, 
Haslicgdes 
Bailey, Anu, Derby. July 74. Gadsby, Derby 
ss: #arab, O auridge, Gloucester. eyt 1, Kearsey and Parsons, 
wo 
— Joseph, Ciifton, Bristol, Gent. July 24. Fussell and Co, 





———> 


Baynes, Jane Elizabeth, Bath. Aug!. Petgrave and Hodgkins, 
PB ca Lieut-Colonel William H Bath. Augl. P 
nes, Lieut-Colon enry, - Augl. Petgreve 

Bodgkineon, Bath at. 

Beattie, Andrew, Camberwell rd, Surrey, Dyer. July 12. Patersy 
and Co, Bouverie st, Fleet st 

Bird, Oharles James, Little Hatherley, Gloucester, Esq. Ang}, 
Hume and Co, Gt James st, Bedford row 

Brown, Anna, Beyton House, Bury St Edmunds. July 2. Copan, 
Chelmsford 

Burton, Mary, Old Basford, Nottingham, Beerhouse Keeper. July %, 
Barton and Co, Nottingham 

Cadman, Edward, Eckington, Derby, Farmer. July 31. Alderson ani 
Co, Eckington 

Constable, Charles Golding, Harley rd, Capt Indian Navy. Jaly1;, 
Blundell, De ahay st, Westminster 

Etrillard, Antoine Nicholas, Wren rd, Camberwe'l. July 31. Elle, 
Charch st, Camberwell 

Fletcher, Isaac, Tarn Bank, Cumberland, Esq, M.P. July 1. Wangi, 
Cockermouth 

Forman, Thomas, North Thoresby, Lincoln, Farmer. Ju'y 6, Bel 


Louth 

Fox, Charlotte, Lamorvs, Cornwall. July 6 Tilly and Fox, fy 
mouth 

Gilchrist, Charles Lambert, Berwick-upon-Tweed, Merchant. July jj 
Sanderson and Co, Berwick-upon-T weed 

Gosling, Georgina Vere, Botiey’s Park, Surrey. July 15. Walters ay 
Co, New sq, Lincoln’s ina 

Griffith, Charles Allix, Aldershot, Assistant Paym ster. 
Thomas and Co, Stone bldgs, Lincoin’s inn 

Harding, Edward, Berkley, Somerset, Farmer. July 19, Amey 
Harding, Claremont cottage, Cottles Oak, Frome 

Herrmann, John Charles, Southampton Chief Engineer, Egyptiy 
Navy. Augl. Higes, Offord rd, Barnsbary 

Jeffery, William, Reading, Berks, Esq. July 31. Hoffman, Reading 

Jenkins, Margaret, St Martin, Worcester. Sept1. Allen and Bey 
champ, Worcester 

Jones, John, Pontypool, Innkeeper. July 12, Edwards and Syn, Pony. 


Aug & 


I 

9 Frederick, Louth, Lincoln, Gent. Sept6. Bell, Louth 

Levy. Solomon, Leicester square, Warehouseman. July 4, Sydaey, 
Finsbury circus ; 

Morray, Charles, Lee park, Kent, Esq. July 31. Tilleard and Co, 0% 


Jewr 

Pack, po Christopher, Hore, Northampton, Esq. Augl2. Rye mi 
Eyre, Golden square, London 

Pidgeon, Charles, Reading, Oil and Colour Merchant. July 31. He 
man, Reading 

Purchas, Rey John, Brighton, Clerk. Aug 14. Woods and D-mpste, 
Brighion 

Saunders, Alfred, Shillingford, Oxford, Gent. Aug 6. Bariky 
Abingdon 

Sherwood,{Thomas, Stockton-on-Tees, Retired’Farmer. July 26. Ceosby 
and Archer, Stockton-on-Tees 

Stockdale, Amelia Jackson, Penrith, Cumberland. July 9. Little ast 
Lamonby, Penrith . 

Stoart, John, Waterloo, nr Liverpool, Schoolmaster. July 12. Madda 
Live 1 ’ 

Teale Mone, Clifton, Bristo!, Gent. July 10. Miller, Bristol 

Thomas, Eliz+be'h, Cotham, Bristol. Aug 10. Brittan and Co, Bris 

Thomp-on, George, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Ship Chandler, July 
Hoyle and Co, Newcastle-on-Tyne 

Thwaites, Alexander, Reading, Esq. July 31. Hoffiaan, Reading 

Van Heythuysen, Gerard Edwerd William Delme, Coombe Bury, & 
rey, Msjor of the Bengal Native Army. July 7. Simpson aud ty 


Moorgate st, London J 
Walker, Joseph Aloysius, Gateshead, Durham, Gent. Ang l. i 
Newcastle-on-Tyne 
Williamson, Elizabeth, Exeter, Bookseller. July 15. Pet 
Exeter 


Womersley, Richard, sen, Marsh, York, Cloth Manufacturer. Mor 
Turner, Leeds 
TvuEspAy, June 17, 1879, 
Atkins, John, Beckenham, Kent, Gent. Sept 1. Palmer ad Co, Bel 
ford row, London 
Backshell, William Boughton, Burghley-rd, Kentish Town, Survey#. 
Aug 15. Elliott, Veralam bidgs. Gray’s inn 





Blane, George, Princes: ag in, Captn. R.N, July & 
Birch and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Bowe » Chi Jamaica rd, Bermondsey, Gent. July 23, Wile 
Bedford row 


Bur, James, Ely, Cambridge, Gent. July 10, Hall, Ely 

Card, William, Hartfield, Sussex, Farmer, Aug 1. Hastie, 

Grimstead 

Carter, Elizabeth, Laytham, Lancaster. July 25.  Gernth 
Bolton 

Chareh, John, Handforth, Chester, Block Printer, July 10. Toy a 


Broadbent Ashton-under-Lyne 

Charch, Themes Cherles, Geneva rd, Brixton, Solicitor. July # 
Biggin, © ry-lane 

outs, Mary, Croydon, Surrey. July 28, Wilson, Bedlord-% 


London 

Coup, William, Bolton, Lancaster, Cotton Spinner. JulyJ9. Byly 
and Haslam, Bolton 

Crabtree, James, Ashton-under-Lyne, Joiner. July 14. Clayi® 


Ashton-under-Lyne i 
Commings, see, Rothbury, Northumberland, Farmer, July 
8, Alo 
Dawes, William. Cheltenham, Gloucester, Relieving Officer. July % 
fiths, Cheltentam 
Rast, William frederick, Buckland, Dover, Carrier. July 10. Mow!, 


er 
Fourdrinier, Henry William, Tooting Graveriey, Surrey, Geat. Ausl 
right and Co, Adelaide bidgs, London wt» pet, 
Gascoigne, William, Hebburo, Durham, Oval . July 14, 
Newcastle-upon-T'yne 

















It, Robert, 
A Cleytc 


land, Bedf 
Lambert, Jat 
Manfield. Je 
and Smith. 


‘J 
Seott, Timot 
field 
Scrivener, Fl 
ker, St He 
Shepherd, Ca 


Walsingham, 
Saxmundh: 
Whately, Rev 
Bireh and | 
Wright, W 
Dunster, H 


Alexanter, T: 




















inn sq 
Bower, Pind 
ton 


Cavell, John, 

and Purvis 

Charlton, EK 

John et. Be 
, Tho 

castle 

Herrison, 

ir 


te 
Bayston, ‘Ja 
bank and ¢ 
Mt 


Jarvis, Jame: 
Oo, Lichfle 
Jones, Cather 
Jones, Nsw: 
Molyneaux, | 
Bart, Cler! 
Nicholle, Sar 
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wv Thomss, London House yard, St Paul’s Charchyard, 

ay (ine Victualler. Ju'y 23. Layton and Co, Budge row 

Hebdin, Javes, rk, Blackheath, Esq. Aug!. Pilgrim and 
Philips, Church ert, Lothbury 

Hilson, ee Plymouth, Limestone Merchant, July 3t. 

t 

nat Revert, Heaton Norris, Lancaster, Farmer. Sept 1. Crowther 
and Cleyton, Manchester 

Jacobs, Lewis, Gloucester terrace, Hyde Park, Esq. July 18. Jacobs 
and Vincent, Rudge row / 

Johnson, Jacob Garwood, Bentley Old Hall, ne Doncaster, Chemist. 
july 12. Newman and Sons, Barnsley 

Knight, Richard, Westbourne terrace North, Gent. Sept 13. Crid- 
land. 


Pearse, 


ic 

Bedford row 

Lambert, James, Clewer, Berks, Miller. July 14. Long and Co 

Manfield, John Winter, Salford, Lancaster, Chemist. July 31. Barrow 
and Smith, Manchester 

Marshall, Alfred Randall, Brockley, Kent. Aug 14. Hollingsworth 
and Co, East India Aveuue 

Perker, John, Sinnington, Clerk in Holy Orders. July 12. Jaggon, 
New Malton 

Ped Wiliam, Birmingham. July 31, Edwards, Birmingham 

Purchas, Rev John, Brighton, Clerk, Aug 14. Woods and Demp- 
ster, Brighton 

Radford, Nicolas, Southbrook, Devon, Yeoman, July 31. Sparkes and 


, Crediton : ae 
geott, Timothy, Sheffield, Cashier. Aug 6. Burdekin ‘and Co, Shef- 


field 

ferivener, Flizabeth, Spencer rd, Putney, July 19. Heath and Par- 
ker, St Helens place : 

Shepherd, Caroline, Ramsden, Oxford. July 16. Wilkins, Chipping 
Norten 

So'omon, Abraham, Southampton st, Bloomsbury, Silversmith. July 3. 
Davis, Cork st, Burlington cardens i 

Spicer, Ann, Cadogan st, Chelsea, Aug 18. Slack, Guilford st, 
Raseell # 

Sugden, Seah Leeds, Gent. Ang1. Clarke and Son, Leads 

Taylor, George. Clayworth Field, Nottingham, Farmer, Aug 9. New- 
ton and Co, East Retford 

Taylor, Mary Ann, Newmarket St Mary, Suffolk. Aug 1. Fenn, New- 


market 
Wake, Rey Leonard James, Norwich. Aug 14. Downing, Basingball 
et, London 
Walsingham, Henry, Ipswich, Gert. July 16. Southwell and Fry, 


Saxmundham 
Hereford, Clerk. July 16. 


Whately, Rev Henry Thomas, Kington, 
Birch and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Wright, William Thomas, Hillingdon, Middlesex, Gent. Aug 1. 
Dunster, Henrietta st, Cavendish »q 


Fripay, June 20, 1879. 
Alexanter, Isabaila, Eglington, Northumberland, July 19. 
mas, Alnwic! 
Bailey, John, Hounslow, Victualler. Auz5. Gardiner and Co, Ux- 


bridge 

Beevor, Rev Edward Rigby, Heveningham, Norfolk, Clerk. Ju'y 12. 
Simpson, Tombland 

Block, Hugh, Broadstairs, Kent, Esq. Sept 1. 


Mildle- 


Evans ana Co, Gray’s 
inn sq 
Bower, Pinder, Ridlington, York, Farmer. June 30, Jacksou, Mal- 


n 
Cavell, John, The Green, Deptford, File Cutter. Jnly 26. Marchant 
and Purvis, George yard, Lombard st 

Charlton, Edward, Hastings, Doctor of Medicine. July 24. 
John et. Bedford row 

— Thomas, Hanley, Innkeeper. 
castle 

— Mary, Gloucester. July 31. Burrup and Coren, Glouces- 


r 

Bayston, ‘James, Threaphwaite, Cumberland, Farmer. Aug 4. Brock- 
bank and Co, Whitehaven 

Hibbert, Hubert Aloysius YTichborne, Hillmorton, Warwick, Esq. 

July 22, Longbourne, Lincoln’s inn Fields 

Jarvis, James, Whittington, Stafford, Gest. July 31. Hinckley and 
Oo, Lichfield 

Jones, Catherine, Ci'rhew, Denbigh. Aug 1. Minshalls and Parry- 
Jones, Oswestr 

Molyneaux, Rev Canon Sir John William Henry, Sudbury, Suff.Jk, 
Bart, Clerk, June 30. Andrewes and Co, Sudbury 

Nicholls, Sarah, Brixtonrd. Joly 31. Denny, Coleman «t 

Piovard, Christopher, Headingley-cum-Burley, Leeds, Builder. Aug 8. 


er, Loeds 
: t, Jane Constable, Canterbury. July 14. Longley, Canter- 
ary 

Reece, Richard Marsden, Cavendish rd, St John’s Wood, Gent. July 21. 
Letcher, Furnival’s inn 

— Elizabeth, Oswestry. Ang. Minshalls and Parry-Jones, 

estry 
_ John, Hartlepool, Durham, Mariner. July 21. ‘Todd, Hartle, 
Rottger, Georg Rudolph Wilhelm, Abertillory, Monmouth, Clerk. 


July le, Colborne and Ward, Newport 
i, cpeaoe Creffield, Little Beacings, Suffolk, Esq. Aug 21. Moor, 


Drew, 


August 5. Cooper, New- 


Alveratoke, Southampton, Beerhouse Keeper. July 26. 
and Reed, Por sea 
Rwhout, Sir Charles Fitzgerald Rushout, Sezincot, Gloncester, 
Bart, Aug22, Rivington and Son, Fenchurch buildings, London 
» William, Salmon’s lane, Limehouse, Coffee House Keeper. 
Aug 1, Birchall, Marks lane 
Shaw, George, Norfolk terrace, Brixton, retired Butcher. Aug 1. 
Hores und Pattison, Lincoln’s inn flelds 
rd, Caroline, Ramsden, Oxford. July 16, Wilkins, Chipping 


‘orton 
Shore, William, Buxton, Derby, Sharebroker, Aug 30, Bullock and 
orthington, Manchester 
er, Rev Henry, Wichenford Vicarage, Worcester, Clerk. Aug 1. 
Hill, Woroester 





Silk, Thomas, Commercial rd Eas", Ship’s Husband. July 18, Chester 
and Co, Staple inn 
— urst, Richard, Ellerbeck, Lancaster, Esq. Aug 14, Jackson, 


Smith, John, Brectley rd, Kent, Licensed Victualler. July 28. Nash 
and Field, Qneen st, Cheapside, London 

Welsh, Jane, Barton St Michael, Gloucester. July 17. Bonnor, 
Gloucester ; 


Bankrapts. 
Fripar, June 20, 1979. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 

To Surrender in London. 
Davis, David, and Philip Davis, Noble st, Oatrich Fea:her Manutac- 

turers. PetJune !7. Murray. July 4at11 
King, Emanuel, Uld Change, Mercer. Pet Juaels. Brougham. J aly 


2 at 12.30 
= reg Haynes, Leadenhall st, Shipowner. Pet July 19. Hazlitt. 
at 


Slattery, John Vincent, Fiaborough road, Kensington. Pet June i6. 
Pepys. July 9 at il 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Ardern, William, Altrincham, Chester, Painter. Pet June 16. Lister, 
Manchester, July 7 at 11 

Baverstock, Henry, Welton, York, Plumber. Pet June 18. 
Kingston-upon-Hull, July 3 at 3 

Rrown, Charles William, Portsea, Hants, Pawnbroker. 
Hellard. Portsmouth, Julv 10 at 12 

Bachan, Joseph, Havant, Hants, Plumber. 
Portsmouth, July 10 at 12 

Coates, John, Bishop Auckland, Draper. 
Durham, July 2 at 11 

Evans, Evan, Cathays, Cardiff, Builder. Car- 
diff, July 10 at 2 

Greaves, Benjamin, Cleethorpes, Lincoln, Willow Merchant. Pet Jane 
14. Daubney. Great Grimsby, July 2 at 12 

Grice, William, Mickledale, Chester. Pet June 18. Nicholson, Ware 
ringtov, July 4 ac 12 

Hinkley, Frances, Colton, Stafford, Farmer. 
Stafford, July 7 at 12.30 

Jeffries, John Seaman, Blackmore Priory, Essex, Farmer. Pet Jure 
14. Gepp. Chelmsford, Jaiy 8 a: 11 

Lumley, James, Tyersal, Bradfori, York, Civil Engineer. Pet June 
17. Lee. Bradford, July 8 at 9 

Marston, Walter Starsey, Coventry, Watch Manufacturer. 
14. Kirby. Coventry, July 2 at 2 

Ra'ph, Henry, jun, Manchester. Pet June 17. 
Juiy 2 at 11 

Roberts, Luke, Edwin Roberts, and Ephraim Armitage, Cleckheaton, 
York, Ironfounders. Pet June i$. Lee. Bradford, Jaly 1 as 12 


TvgspDay, June 24, 1879. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in Londoa. 


Hart, Joel Mzsa, Fore st, Manufacturer. Pet June 19. Brougham. 
July 8 at ll 

Margetson, John, Brunswick cottages, Hammersmith. Pet Jane 19. 
Hazlitt, July 9 at 12 

Moorcock, Archibald Thomas, Lombird srt, Commercial Clerk. Pet 
June 19. Hezlitr. July 9 at 11.30 

Shackleton, Absalom, Landseer rt, Ho’loway, Confectioner. Pet Juae 
20. Pepys. July 9 at 12 

Williams, Thomas Joseph Frederick, High st, Shoreditch, Tailor. Pet 
June 20. Pepys, July 9 at 12.30 


Farrell, 
Pet June 16, 
Pet June 16, Hella-d. 


Pet June 17, Marshall, 


Pat June 16, Langley. 


Pet June 17. Spilsbury. 


Peat Juna 
Hulton. Sa’fo d, 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Bamber, John Wignali, Preston, Watchmiker. Pet June 17. 
Preston, Jniy 14 at 12 

Beevers, Joseph William, Rawmarsh, York, Tailor, 
Wake. Sheffield, July 9 at 2 

Chard, Rovert, Yeovi', Somerse*, Farmer. 
Yeovil, July 10 at 12 

Cone, Edward, Derby, Accountant. 
July 10 at 12 

Edwards, Francis, Wrington, Somerset, Drap2r. Pet June 20. Harley. 
Briatol, July 8 at 2 

Everal!, Wiliiam, Longnor, Salop, Farmer. Pet June 20. Peele. 
Shrewebdury, July 9 at 1! 

Innes-Ker, Charles Jonn, Windsor, of no occupation. Pat June 2!. 
Darvill. Windsor, July 12 at 11 

McKie, William Thomas, Southdorough, Kent, Butcher. Pet June 19. 
Cripps. Tanbridge Wells, July 7 ata 

Philips, Tom Benjamin, Sturminster Newton, Dorset, Plumber, Pet 
June 198, Symonds. Dorchester, July 8 at 12 

Sutterby, Henry, Lycham, Lancaster, Grocer. Pet June 14. 
Preston, July 14 at 11 

Winter, Thomas, Poole, Dorset, Coa! Dealer. 
Poole, July 5 at li 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED, 
Faray, June 20, 1879. 
Thomas, Hannah, Peter’s lane, Wes: Smithfield, Eating-h-use Keeper, 
June 17 
Hill, John Edward, Jeffery square, St Mary Axe, Clerk, June lé 


Tvrapar, June 24, 1879, 
Raker, Richard Blackhall, Guildford, Surrey, Auctioneer. May 22 
—— Alfred, Blue Anchor road, Bermondiey, Fellmonger, Juas 
3 


Halt 0. 
Pet June 19. 
Pet June 20. Batten. 


Pet Jane 20. Weller. Derby. 


Hultoa. 


Pet2i June. Dickinson. 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fatpar, June 20, 1879, 


Abbotts, Thom ts, Coldharbour lane, Brixton, Auctioneer. July Lat il 
at offices of Deacon and Johnson, Ludgate hull 
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Allam, Charles, Charrington st, St Pancras, Grocer. July 16 at 12 at | 


offices of Boyes and Child, Poultry. Bohm, Old Jewry 

Asheroft, Thomas, Bewdley, Worcester, Grocer. July 2 at 3 at offices 
of Saunders and Burcher, Church st, Kidderminster 

Atkins, Joseph. Brindle heath, Pendleton, Beerseller. July 1 at 3 at 
Rolling Mill Inn, Laundry st, Brindle heath 

Axon, William, Heaton Norris, Lancaster, Lath Cleaver, July 4 at 12 
at George Hotel, Stockport. Jackson 

Avlett, George Henry, Craven terrace, Upper Holloway, Builder. 
July 2 at 3 at Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Tillyard and Gribble, 
King st, Cheapside 

Bailey. Robert Walter, Scarborough, Colliery Proprietor. July 2 at 12 
at offices of Calvert, Lendal, York 

Barker, Francis, Derby, Joiner. July 3 at 3 at Bell Hotel, Sadler 
gate, Derby. Hextall, Derby 

Barlow, Anna, Truro, Dealer in Fancy Goods. July 2 at 4 at offices of 
Smith and Paul, Princess st, Troro 

Blake, Aaron, Fenningham, Suffolk, Cattle Dealer. July 2 et 12 at 
Guildhall, Bury 8t Edmunds. Gross, Bury St Edmunis 

Blasdale, Samuel, Nottingham, Bootmaker. July 8 at 3 at offices of 
Thorpe, Friar lane, Nottingham 

Bradbury, John, Nassau st, Soho, Glass Dealer. June 30 at $ at Inns 
of Court Hotel, High Holborn. Harrison, Richmond gardens, 
Shepherd’s Bush 

Brearley, Harold, Normanton, York, Grocer. July | at 11 at offices ot 
Wainwright and Mason, Townhall chambers, King st, Wakefield 

Bridge, Lang, and Ann Barnes, Accrington, Cotton Manufacturers. 
July 2 at 11 at Manchester Ath » George st, Manchester. Welsh 
and Son, George st, Manchester 

Brierley, Samuel, Bamford, Bury, out of business. July 9 at3 at 
offices of March, Lord st, Rochdale 

Brooks, Isaac John, Dresden, Stafford, Butcher. July 1 at 11 at offices 
of Welsh, Caroline st, Longton 

Brown, William Watts, and Robert Brown, jun, Huddersfield, Aerated 
Water Manufacturers. July 2 at 11 at offices of Milnes, New st, 
Huddersfield 

Carter, William, Salford, Lancaster, Bootmaker. July 4 at 3 at offices 
of Best, Ridgefield, Manchester 

Chouquet, Leon Edmond, Conduit st, Regent st, Dressmaker. July 3 
at 2 at offices of Keays, Charles st, St James’s square 

Clay, Thomas, Coalville, Leicester, Grocer. Jaly 2 at 3 at offices of 
Wright, Gallowtree gate, Leicester 

Colmer, Robert Slade, Bournemouth, M.D. July 3 at 12 at London 
Hotel, High st, Poole. Watt, Christchurch 

Cook, William, Hexham, Auctioneer, July 7 a‘ 1 at offices of Lock- 
hart, Hexham 

Cooke, Frederick Deare, Hulme, Manchester, Costume Manufacturer, 
July 5 at 3 at York Hotel, York st, Manchester. 

Cornish, Herbert, Swansea, out of business. July 2 at 11 at offices of 
Hartland and Oo, Rutland st, Swansea 

Crellin, Robert Peei, Liverpool, Baker, July 2 at 2.30 at offices of 
Quinn and Sons, Lord st, Live: i 

Crichton, Alexander, and Charles John Curry, Rathbone place, Silver. 
smiths. July 7 at 3 at offices of Nelson and Co, Bennet’s hill, Doctors 
commons 

Davies, William, Vardre Clydach, Glamorgan, Grocer. July 2 at 11 
at offices of Thomas, York place, Swansea 

Dew, Thomas, Almeley, Hereford, Farmer. July 2 at 10 at offices of 
Knight and Underwood, Castle st, Hereford 

Dickinson, Henry, Haydon Bridge, Northumberland, Builder. July 7 
at 11 at offices of Barr, North side, Haydon Bridge 

Dolan, James, Goswell road,!Irenmonger. July 4 at 12 at offices of 
Keily, Molyneaux chambers, Goswell road 

Elliott, Frank, Little Brington, Northampton, Horse Dealer. July 2 
at 3.30 at offices of Howes and Perciva!, Abingdon st, Northampton 

Evans, Thomas, Gloueester, Bootmaker. July 4 at 3 at offices of 
Haines, Westgate chambers, Berkeley st, Gloucester 

Evans, Thomas, Sketty, Glamorgan, Carpenter. June 28 at 3 at 
Centre Hotel, Cambrian place, Swansea. John, Swansea 

Farrimond, James, Hiniley, Lancaster, Beerhouse Keeper. July 2 at 
11 at offices of France, Churchgate, Wigan 

Finch, Henry, Croydon, Surrey, Manager of Croydon Theatre. June 
30 at 11 at Green Dragon Hotel, High st, Croydon. Dennis, Croydon 

Findlow, William, Widnes, Grocer. July 3 at 3 at offices of Spencely, 
South John st, Liverpool 

Foster, Allen, Leeds, Draper. July 4 at 12 at Guildhall Coffeehouse, 
Gresham st. Carr and Co, Basinghall st 

Fountain, Tom, Huddersfield, Coal Dealer. July 7 at3 at officas of 
Sykes and Son, Market st, Huddersfield 

Franklin, Ralph Polley, Bishop Stortford, Hertford, Sack and Rope 
Maker. July 5 at 11 at Railway Inn, Bishop Storiford. Snell, Great 
Dunmow, Essex 

Goodrich, Emma Hannah, Bury St Edmunds, Drassmaker. July 3 at 
12 at the Guildhall, Bury St Edmunds. Salmon 

Govier, William, Swansea, Tailor. June 30 at 11 at offices of Hartland 
and Co, Rutland st, Swansea 

Grahe, Gustave, Manchester, Merchant. July 2 at3 at offices of Gaunt, 
Lower King st, Manchester 

Grimshaw, John, Whitebirk, Blackburn, Wheelwright. July $ at 11 
at offices of Radcliffe, Claydon st, Blackburn 

Hackett, Thomas, Liverpool, Hosier, July 10at 2at 145 Cheapside, 
Sturt, Ironmonger lane 

Hadley, Edward, Congleton, Chester, Chair Manufacturer. July 4 at 
1! at the Lion and Swan Hotel, Congleton. Garside, Congleton 

Harvey, Edwin George, Truro, Saddler. July 2 at 11 at offices of 
Dobell, jun, Quay st, Truro 

Hazlewood, James, Birmingham, General Smith. July 1 at 3 at offices 
of Duke, Temple row, Birmingham 

Heapey, Edwin Herbert, Derby, Upholsterer. July 7 at 11 at offices 
of Berry and Binns, Chancery lane, London. Heath, Derby 

Hensman, William, Kimbolton, Huntingdon, out of business, July 4 
at 11 at the George Inn, Kimbolton. Beedham, Kimbolton 

Hewes, John, Leicester, Builder. July 4 at 3 at offices of Freer and 
Co, New st, Leicester 

Hirst, Andrew, Batley Carr, York, Blanket Manufacturer. July 16 at 
3 at offices of Stapleton, Union st, Dewsbury 








Hoare, George Henry, Southampton row, Bloomsbury, Draper, 

2 at 12 at 145, Cheapside. Carr and Oo, st ad 

Holliwake, John, Rochdale, Lancaster, Ironfounder. July 2 at 3 at th 
White Swan Hotel, Yorkshire st, Rochdale. Roberts, Rochdale 

Hubie, James, and Alfred Walker, Mill row, Kingsland road, 
Makers. June 27 at 3 at offices of Parke, Colebrooke row, Islington 

Humphreys, Thomas Darwin, and Charles Green, Strand, Publishers, 
July 10 at 2 at offices of Wood, St Paul’s churchyard 

Ingham, James, Manchester, Packing Case Maker. July 1 at 3 g 
offices of Farrington, Princess st, Manchester 

James, Abraham, Leeds, Provision Dealer. June 27 at 12 af offices of 
Rook and Midgley, White Horse st, Boar lane, Leeds : 

Jeyes, William, Birmingham, Baker, July 2 at 11 at offices of Wa). 
ford. Waterloo st, Birmingham 

John, Daniel, Treboth, near Swansea, Furnaseman. June 30 at 11 a 
the George and Dragon Hotel, Landore, near Swansea, Joho, Swan. 
Bea 

Jones, John, Liverpool, Draper. July 7 at 3 at offices of Barrell and 
Co, Lord st, Liverpool 

Jones, Thomas, Clunganfor!, Salop, Farmer. July 9 at 11 at offices ¢ 
Weyman, Mill st, Ludlow 

Jones, William. Victoria chambers, Westminster, Map Mounter. Jane 
28 at 10.30 at offices of Greening, Budge-row. Swaine, King st, 
Cheapside 

Jordan, George, and Fred-rick William Lewis, Regent st, Tailor, 
July 7 at 3 at 11, John st, Bedfordrow. Drew 

Joseph, Asher, §Leeds, Tailor. July 2 at 3 at offices of Brooke, Boni 
st, Leeds : 

Kent, George, Coxhoe, Durham, Publican. July 4at 12 at officesof 
Brignal, Sadler st, Durham 

King, William, Leicester, Commi:s'on Agent. July 2 at3 at offices of 
Loseby and Co, Market p!, Leicester 

Kitchin, George, Rotherham, Boot and Shoe Dealer. July 3 at 12at 
offices of Marsh and Pollard, Westgate, Rotherham 

Lanes, Thomas Burton, Boston, Lincoln, Boot and Shoe Maker, July 
4 at 2 at offices of Rice and Co, Main ridge, Boston 

Langley, David Thomas, Middlesborough, Tailor. June 30 at la 
offices of Teale, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Lawes, James, Leeds, out of business. July 2 at 3 at offices of Bilin. 
ton Bank st, Leeds 

Leatham, John, and Thomas Ridings, Blackley, Lancaster, Bleacher, 
July 3 at 3 at offices of Hankinson, Queen’s chambers, John Daitn 
st, Manchester 

Logie, Balfour, and Thomas Nicoll, Southwark st, Army and Naty 
Contractors. July 7 at 3at the Cannon street, Hotel. Stopher and 
Rundle, Coleman st! 

Lord, William, Smethwick, Stafford, Gentleman, July 4 at 12 at office 
of Smith, Ann st, Birmingham 

Martin, George, Swansea, Jewel'er. July 3at 2 at the Queen’s How, 
New st, Birmingham. Hartland and Co, Swansea 

Mawhood, John Parkinson, Attercliffe, York, Merchant. July 7 at! 
at the Law Society, Aldine ct, High st, Sheffield. Watson and Ean 

McQueen, George Peter, Great Marlborough st, Wholesale Printselier, 
J = at2at the Inns of Court Hotel, Lincoln’s inn fields. Dunes 
and Co 

Mellors, John, Southw-l!, Nottingham, out of business, July 7 atl 
at offices of Belk, Middle pavement, Nottingham 

Mobbs, John, Bournemouth, Commission Agent. July 7 at 12.30 atthe 
London Hotel, Poole. Sharp, Christcharch. 

Moore, Rudolph Henry, Chorlton-upon-Medlock, Manchester, Inspector 
of Water Works. July 4 at 3 at offices of Gardner, Cooper st, Mit 
chester 

Mullins, John, Wimborne Minster, Dorset, Wheelwright. July 3 all 
at offices of Moore and Harvey, Wimborae Minster 

Naylor, Abraham, Chatham, Commercial Clerk. July 8 at 3 at offices 
of Bassett, Eastgate, Rochester 

Nellist, George Simpson, Jarrow, Durham, Grozer. July 4 at 2a 
offices of Newlands, King st, South Shields 

Nicklin, James, Wolverhampton, Padéler. July 5 at 11 at oficas ¢ 
Barrow, Queen st, Wolverhampton 

Norman, John, Nottingham, Draper. July 8 at 12 at offices of Clifton, 
St Peter’s chambers, Ncttingham 

Nutt, James, High st, Brentford, Builder. June 30 at 3 at offices d 
Scott, Aldermanbury 

Oppenheim, Israe!, Penzanc2, Boot and Shoe Factor, July 8 at il a 
the Queen’s and North Western Hotel, Stephenson place, Birminy- 
ham. Roscorla and Son, Penzance 

Oxley, William, Lincoln, Grocer. July 2 at 11 at offices of Page, ju 
Flaxengate 

Page, Charles, Lowestoft, Fishing Boat Owner. July 7 at 12 at offices 
of Seago, High st, Lowestoft 

Parker, George Kenett Wright, Bournemouth, Cabinet Maker. July 
4 at3 at 145, Cheapside. Lacey and Son, Bournemouth 

Petfield, Edward, Sheffeld, Whee'wright. July 3 at 11 at offices 
Smith and Co, bank st, Sheffield 

Phillips, William, Orleton, Hereford, Builder. July 3 at 4.45 at the 
Angel Hotel, Ludlow. Andrews, Leominster 

Pirkis, Edgar Lawrence, Downham rd, Islington, Oilman. July 8 at! 
at offices of Foreman and Co, Gresham st. Naunton, Cheapside 

Poles, Samuel Birks, Bouverie rd, Stoke Newington, Macbist 
Button Hole Maker. July 9 at 3 at offices of Ingle and Co, Thread: 
needle st 

Pollard, Nathaniel, Epping, Draper. June 30 at 2 at offices of Lat 
bury and Co, Cheapside. Allen and Edwards, Old Jewry ; 

Pollitt, William, Middlesborough, Builder. Juiy 2 at 11 at offices 0 
Jackson and Jackson, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Preston, Richard, Warton, Lancaster, Boot Maker. July 2 at 2% 

offices of Johnson and Tilly, San st, Lancaster 
Priest, William, O'd Hill, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. July 1 atl! 
at offices of Shakespeare, Church st, Oldbury i 
Race, Henry, Barnsley, Greengrocer. July 9 at 8 at offices of Ridesl, 
Chronicle chambers, Barnsley 

Reeves, George, Bracknell, Berks, Boot; Maker. July 4 at 4 at the 
Station Hotel, Bracknell. Caines, Serjeants’ inn, Temple 

Rhodes, Joseph, Leeds, Ironfounder. July 1 at 2 at offices of Elmsley, 
Commercial buildings, Park row, Leeds 
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Rice, Peter, Blackheath, Grocer, July 1 at 2 at 6, Arthur st east. 
May end Co, Adelaide piace, London Bridge 

Ritson, William, Ni tle-upon-Tyne, Butcher. June 27 at 2 at offices 
of Sewell, Grey st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Roberts, John Thomae, Leeds, Commercial Traveller. July lat 3 at 
oftices of North and Sons, East parade, Leeds 

Rolleson, Alexander, Redland, Bristol, no occupation. July 2 at 2 at 
offices of Denning and Co, Shannon court, Bristol. Cooke and 


So 
Ryder, Thomas, Jewry st, Aldgate, Commission Agent. July 2 at 3 at 
offices of Mason and Lewis, Leadenhall st. Holland, St Swithin’s 





Jane 
Saul, Thomas, and Edward Jones, Mexborough, York, Builders. 
July 3 at2 at offices of Nicholson and Co, High st, Rotherham. 
Bordekin and Co 
Scott, Charles, Padiham, Lancaster, Boiler Maker. July 7 at 3 at 
offices of Knowles, Nicholas st, Burnley 
Scotter, Edwin, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Boot Manufacturer. July 1 at 
li at the Wellington Hotel, Leicester. Keenlyside and Co, New- 
castle-upon-Tyne 
Searle, Henry, Coleman st, Tailor, July 8 at 3 at offices of Saffery and 
(o, Old Jewry chambers. Dunn and Palmer, Londor. Wall 
Sinclair, George, Darlington, Durham, Grocer. July 8 at 11 at offices 
of Barron, High row, Darlington 
Smith, Henry, Wolverhampton, Tobacconist. July 2 at 11 at offices of 
Stratton, Queen st, Wolverhampton 
Smith, James Frederick, Leytonstone, Essex, Ham Shop Keeper. 
Joly 7 at 11 at the Masons’ H»ll Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Basinghall 
‘st, Fulcher, Horton rd, Hackney 
smith, William, Oldbury, Worcester, Retail Brewer. July 1 at 11.30 
at offices of Jackson, High st, West Bromwich 
Solomon, Henry, Wolverhampron, Jeweller. July 4 at 12 at offices of 
Underbill, Darlington st, Wolverhampton 
Spurgeon, James, Halstead, Essex, Grocer. July 2.at 12 at offices of 
Speechly and Oo, New inn, Strand, Middlesex. Prior, Colchester 
Sirood, William, Folkestone, Kent, Grocer. July 4at2 at the Gui'd- 
hall Tavern, Gresham st, London. Mintner, Folkestone 
Taylor, James, Wednesbury, Stafford, Cabinet Maker. July 4 at 3.30 
atthe Great Western Hotel, Monmouth st, Birmingham. Smith, 
Wednesbury 
Tillotson, Joseph, Leeds, Iron Girder Manufacturer. July 2 at 2 at 
the Law Institution, Albion pl, Leeds. Bond and Barwick, Leeds 
Titterington, Lawrence, Preston, Joiner. July'4 at 3 at offices of 
Charnley and Finch, Fox st, Preston 
Tomlinson, Samuel, Chester, Publican, July 1 at 2.30 at the Nag’s 
Head Hotel, Sankey st, Warrington. Pointon 
Underwood, John Walter, Salford, Lancaster, Letter Press Printer. 
July 3 at 3 at offices of Nuttall and Son, John Dalton st, Manchester 
Warner, Joseph, Chesterfield, Derby, Licensed Victualler. July 3 at 
1.30 atthe Angel Hotel, Chesterfield. Broomhead and Co, Sheffield 
Waters, Cornelius, Cirencester, Brush Manufacturer. July 4 at 11.30 
at the Bell Inn, Cirencester. Clark, Cheltenham 
Watson, James, Pendleton, Lancaster, out of business. July 1 at 11 
at the May Pole Inn, Pendleton. Tremewen, Deansgate, Man- 
chester 
Watson, Joseph, Bloxwich, Stafford, Grocer. July 4 at 11.30 at offices 
of Sheléon, High st, Wednesbury 
Wells, William, Shanklin, Isle of Wight, Painter. July 11 at 1 at 
offices of Edmonds and Co, Cheapside, London. Hooper, Castlehold 
Wheeler, Zuriel, High st, Bloomsbury, Picture Dealer. June 28 at 10 
at offices of Micklethwaite and Co, Long Acro 
Whiteley, John, Leeds, Hairdresser. July 2 at 3 at offices of Lodge, 
Park row, Leeds 
Whiteman, Walter, Coventry, Ribbon Manufacturer. July 3 at 12 at 
offices of Seymour, Priory row, Coventry 
Wilkins, James Thomas, sen, Whitecross st, Cheesemonger. June 27 at 
10.15 at offices of Hicks, Victoria Park rd, South Hackney 
Wilkinson, James, Southport, Lancaster, Innkeeper. July 4 at 11 at 
the Imperial Hotel, Albert rd, Southport. Buck and Dicksons, 
Southport 
Wills, Edward Distin, Hulme, Manchester, Printer’s Agent. July 2 
at3 atthe Mitre Hotel, Cathedral gates, Manchester. Hil', Man- 
chester 
Wood, William, Cinderford, Gioucester, Licensed Victualler. July 3 
at 12 at the Spread Eagle Hotel, Gloucester. Goldring 
Wray, Job, Kingston-upon-Hull, Builder. July 2 at 11 at offices of 
Priestman, Parliament st, Kingston-upon-Hull 
Young, John Thomas, Liphook, Hants. June 30 at 2 at the Red Lion 
Hotel, Petersfield, Hants, in lieu of the place origiually named 
Tuespay, June 24, 1879, - 
Aikin, Alfred William, New cut, Lambeth, Fruiterer, July 7 at 11 at 
offices of Moss, Gracechurch st 
Alderman, Stephen, Northampton, Shoemaker, July 10 at 11 at offices 
of Tomalin, St Giles st, Northampton 
Allard, William, Croydon, Ironmonger. July 8 at 1 at 11, Ironmonger 
lane, London. Pullen, Basinghall st, London 
Bartiett, Samuel, Uphill, nr Weston-super-Mare, Builder. July 3 at 
11 at offices of Smith, Sydenham terrace, Westen-super-Mare 
Bechingham, Walter Orlando, Southampton, Printer. Jnly7 at 12 at 
offices of Edmonds and Co, Cheapside, London. Watts, South- 
ampton 
Bevan, Edward, Birkenhead, Watch Manufacturer. Ju'y 7 at 12.30 at 
offices of Mawson, Hami!ton sq, Birkenhead. Bleakley, Birkenhead 
Borrington, Jane, Derby, Plumber. July 10 at 3 at offices ot Briggs, 
Amen alley, Derby 
Brie, Edward, Leicester, Siddler. July 7 at 12 at offices of Hunter and 
Curtis, Halford st, Leicester 
Brierley, Thomas, Blackbura, Coach Builder. July 8 at 3 at offices of 
Seott, Victoria st, Blackburn 
Brown, Robert, Leeds, Shoe Manufacturer. July 4 at 3 at offices of 
Maud, Albion st, Leeds 
Buchanan, Andrew Archibald, and Herbert Musgrave Phipgon, Corn- 
bill, East India ts. Aug 21 at 2 at the Cannon st Hote). Maples 
and Co, Frederick's vl, Old Jewry 
Camps, William, and Henry Cameron, Leicester, Shoe Manufacturers. 
July 4 at 8 at offices of Fowler and Co, Friar lane, Leicester 
Candler, Frederick Thomas, Long Melford, Suffolk, Builder. J: uly 2 at 
2 at the Rose and Crown Hotel, Sudbary. Mumford, Sudbury 











Carter, Thomas, Ashreigney, Devon, Farmer. July 5 at3 at offices of 
Tapley, New st, Gt Torrington 
Carter, William Robert, East st, Walworth, Confectioner’s Manager. 
July 8 at 4 at offices of Ody, Camberwell pk, Camberwell 
Cattermole, Charles, Greet, nr Birmingham, out of business. July 8 
ean Fe na ae Senne row, Birmingham 
e, Charles Leigh, Manchester, Engineer. July 4 at 3 at offices of 
Leigh, Brown st, Manchester ate Z : 
Coddington, George, Burton-on-Trent, Grocer. July 8 at 3 at offices 
of Bright, Town Clab chambers, Wheeler gate, Nottingham 
Collyer, George, Gt Burstead, Essex, Farmer. July 9 at 2 at the Horse 
Pas Fg range a jun, Brentwood 
way, Patrick, Liverpool, Publican. July 8 at 2 at offices of Brab: 
and Court, Cook st, Liverpool d pecans a 
Conway, Robert, St Asaph, Flint, Farmer. 
Hotel, Rhyl. Roberts, Rnyl 
Cottle, Joseph, Sparkford, Somerset, Coal Merchant. July Sat 2 at 
offices of Watts, Yeovil 
Dartnell, Davin, St Leonard’s-on-Sea, Cabinet Maker, J uly 3 at 11 at 
offices of Aitkins and Hewitt, York bldgs, Hastings 
Davies, Ann, Manchester, Packer. July 10 at 4 at ofices of Whitt, 
King st, Manchester. Bowden, Manchester 
Davies, Samuel Lloyd, Merthyr Tyéfil, Glamorgan, Licensed Victualler. 
July 2 at 12 at offices of Price, Victoria st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Day, Joseph, Kingston-upon-Hull, Slete Merchant. July 7 at tl at 
offices of Thorp and Firth, St Mary’s chambers, Lowgate, Kingstoa- 
upon-Hull 
Dear, Stephen, Leicester, Cabinet Maker. July 4 at 12 at offices of 
Hunter and Curtis, Halford st, Leicester 
Doe, William, Sevenoaks, Furniture Dealer, July 8 at 11 at the Cannon 
st Hotel, London. Ho'croft and Son, Sevenoaks 
Drake, Joseph, Castleford, York, Tailor. July 7 at 3 at offices of 
Horner, Wood st, Wakefield 
Dunn, Matthew, Liverpool, Poultry Dealer. July 11 at 3 at offices of 
Connor and Taylor, Victoria st, Liverpool. Nordon and Levy, 
Liverpool 
Durber, Isaac, Audley, Stafford, Grocer. July 5 at 11 at offices of 
James, Neleon pl, Newcastle 
Earp, William, Newport, Salop, Timber Merchant. July 16 at 12 at 
the Victoria Hotel, Newport. Holtham, Stafford 
Ellson, Joseph, Chester, Coach Builder. July 8 at 12 at offices of Nor- 
don and Mason, Bridge st row east, Chester 
Evans, John, Hanley, Beerseller. July 2 at 10.30 at offices of Ashmall, 
Albion st, Hanley 
Evens, John Harry, Dulwich, late Manager. July 5 at 10,30 at offices 
of Carter, Old Jewry chambers . 
Fearnley, Samuel Canova, Barnsley, Stone Mason. July 9 at 4 at 
offices of Rideal, Chronicle chambers, Barnsley 
Feast, William Vause, Banbury, Oxford, Varnish Merchant. July 1 at 
offices of Cooper and Co, Cheapside, London, in lieu of the place 
originally named 
Field, John, Egremont, Chester, Labourer. July 7 at ll atthe Half 
Moon Hotel, Durham. Pierce, Liverpool 
Fletcher, Charles, Brierley hill, Stafford, out of business, July 5 at il 
at offices of Addison, High st, Brierley hill 
Folley, William, Blediow, Buzks, Builder. 
Rawson, High st, High Wycombe 
Gale, George, Cirencester, Cordwainer. 
Hotel, Gloucester. Lovett, Cricklade 
Goodwin, John, Devonport, Saddler. July 7 at 12 at offices of Pearse, 
Princess sq, Plymouth 
Greatrex, Charles Howard, Walsall. July 4 at 3 at offices of Wilkin- 
son and Gillespie, Bridge st, Walsall 
Green, Godfrey, Stratford, Essex, Clothier, July 2 at 3 at offices of 
Barnett, Pa!merston bidgs, Old Broad st 
Greenwood, William, Queensbury, York, out of business. July 18 at 
12 at the New Inn, Tyrrell st, Bradford. Stansfeld, Halifax 
Gresham, Joshua, Dunston Fen, Lincoln; Farmer, July 8 at 11 at 
offices of Durance, Mint lane, Lincoln 
Halstead, Thomas, Huddersfield, Wool Merchant. July 4 at 3 at offices 
of Mills and Bibby, Byram bldgs, Huddersfield 
Harding, John, Hanley, Provision Dealer. July 3 at 11 at the Sea 
Lion Hotel, Hanley 
Hardwick, Mark, Guisley, York, Woollen Cloth Manufacturer. 
7 at 3 at offices of Wells, Cookridge st, Leeds 
Harrington, Roland, and Wulter Harrington, Wolverhampton, Bicycle 
Manufacturers. July 10 at 1! at the Talbot Hotel, King st, Wolver- 
hampton. Gatis, Wolverhampton 
Harris, Joseph Thomas, Cannon st, Engineer. 
of Linklater and Co, Walbrook 
Hawker, William, Barton Bradstock, Dorset, Innkeeper. 
at offices of Day, West Allington 
Hawling, William, Spilsby, Lincoln, Tailor. July 4 at 2 at the Peacock 
Hotel, Boston. Walker and Co 
Hodgkinson, George Enoch, and George Whitton, Tinsley, York, Steel 
Forgers. July 7 at 2 at the Incorporated Law Society, Aldine court, 
High st, Sheffield. Broomhead and Co, Sheffield 
Howard, Edward, Britonferry, Glamorgan, Shinzler in Tin Works. 
July 5 at 11 at offices of Davies, Alma place, Neath 
Howard, Philip Henry, Corby Castle, Cumberland, Esq. July 10 at 2 
at the County Hotel, Carlisla. Mounsey, Carlisle 
Hutin, Samuel, New Cross, Kent, Clerk. July 7 at 1 at offices of Moss, 
Gracechurch st 
Jenns, William Henry, Thame, Oxford, Grocer. July 10 at 12 at offices 
Fell, Rickford’s hill, Aylesbury 
Jones, Aune, Birkenhead, Grocer. July 10 at 3 at offices of Mawson, 
Hamilton sq, Birkenhead, Bleakley, Sirkenhead 
Jordav, Samuel, jan, Kingston-upon-Hull, Greengrocer. July 4 at 3at 
offices of Woodhouse and Peach, Parliament st, Kingston-upon-Hull 
Jordan, William Patrick, Lamb’s Conduit st, Tailor. July 10 at 3 at 
offices of Abrahams, Bedford row 
Kaye, Ben Greene, Moldgreen, Huddersfield, Drapers’ Assistant. July 
10 at 11 at offices of Armitage, Lord st, Haddersfield 
Langridge, Thomas Benjamin, Midhurst, Sussex. July 14 at 3 at the 
Angel Hotel, Midhurst. Johnson and Sor, Midhurst 
Lilley, Frederick Gore, Liverpool, Fellmonger. Ju'y 8 at 2 at offices 
of Gibson and Co, South John st, Liverpool. Radelitfe and $ 
Liverpool 


July 12at 2 at the Albion 





July 11 at 3 at offices of 
July 4 at 3 at the Northgate 


July 


July 10 at 2 at offices 
July 5 at 1t 








— 
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Linguist, Oskar Magnus, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Iron Merchant. Jaly 
10 at 11 at offices of Ingledew and Daggett, Dean st, Newcastle-upon- 


Tyne 
Lloyd, William, Stafford, Grocer. July 8 at 11 at offices of Bowen, 
artin st, Stafford 

Longborst, Walter, Hastings, Builder. July 4 at 12 at offices of Lang- 
ham, Robertson st, Has 

Maher, Thomas, Bray, Berks, Farmer. July 10 at 11 at the Royal 
Adelaide Hotel, King’s rd, Windsor. Smith, Wiodsor 

Maitland, John Martin, Ulverston, Lancashire, Jeweller. July 7 at 11 
at the Temperance Hall, Ulverston. Pearson, Ulverston 

Mansell, Edward Russell, Church Stretton, Shropshire, out of business, 
July 15 at 12 at 145, Cheapside, London, Neal, Lime st, London 

Marfell, James, East Dean, Gloucester, Grocer. July 8 at 11 at the 
White Horse Hotel, Mitchel Dean. Whatley, Mitchel Dean 

Milford, John, St Thomas the Apostle, Devon, Wheelwnght, July5 
at 11 at offices of Southcott, Post Office st, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Miller, Launcelot Shadwell, Anerley. Surrey, Director of Public Com- 
panies. July 11 at 3 at offices of Raven and Co, Queen Vietoria st 

Mills, George, South Shields, Boot Dealer. July 7 at J1 at olfices of 
Brown, John st, Sunderland R 

Moore, James, and James Moore, jun, Abergavenny, Wheelwrights, 
July 8 at 12 at offices of Graham and Co, Commercial st, Newport 

Moore, John, Bury, Lancashire, Licensed Victualler, July 7 at 3 at 
offices of Anderton, Garden st, Bury 

Morris, Thomas, Audlem, Cheshire, Farmer. July 7 at 2 at offices of 
Lisle, Nantwich 

Nash, William, and Alfred James Nash, Minto st, Bermondsey, Brush 
Manofacturers. July 8 at 3 at ollices of Ashby, Clement’s lane, Lom- 
bard st 

Needham, Needham, Oldham, Lancashire, Coal Dealer. July 7 at 3 at 
offices of Buckley and Mattinson, Church lane, O'dham 

Oldtield, Thomas Summers, Reading, Builder. July 7 at 11 at the 
Upper Ship Hotel, Reading. Creed 

Peasegood, Robert Alcock, Chivalry rd, Battersea Rise, General Dealer. 
July 8 at 4 at offices of Dutton, Churton st, Pimlico 

Phelps, William, Cheltenham, Chimrey Sweep. July 7 at 3 at offices 
Pruen, Regent st, Cheltenham 

Pccock, George, Chirton, Wilts, Farmer. July 7 at 11 at the Castle 
Botel, Devizes. Meek and Jackson, Devizes 

Poulton, Francis, Eardisley, Hereford, Farmer. July 4 at 10.30 at 
offices of Garrold, Widemarsh st, Hereford 

Pugsley, Williom, Bristol, out of business, July 3 at 12 at offices of 
Essery, Guildhall, Broad st, Bristol 

Rankine, John Kirkwood, Walsall, Draper. July 7at 3 at offices of 
Dale and Vachell, Bri¢ge st, Walsall 

Richardson, Themas Alfred, Leicester, Builder. July 8 at3at offices 
of Tarratt, Market st, Leicester. Stone and Co, Leicester 

Ridgway, Thomas, Lewixbam, Kert, Plumber. July 9 at 2 at offices of 
Hughes, High st, Lewisham 

Robinson, Arthur Thomas, Nottingham, Pawnbroker. July 7 at 12 at 
offices of Belk, Middle pavement, Nottingham 

Rob‘nson, George, Bernsiey, York, Cierk, July 9 at 10 at offices of 
Rideal, Chronicle chambers, Barnsley 

Robinson, James, O'd Lirthorpe, nr Middleshorough, Accountant. 
July 8 at 11 at offces of Robscn, Linthorpe rd, Middlesborough 

Sambrook, Samue!, Wellington, Salop, Engineer. July 8at12 at the 
Caledonian Hote!, Oxford st, Oakengates, nr Wellington. Willcock, 
Wolverhampton 

Scoones, Wili-m, Faversham, Kent, Boat Builder, July 8 az 11 at 
offices of Gioson. High st, Sittingbourne 

Seddon, Frederick Henry, Wordstock rd, Finsbury park, Commercial 
Traveller, Ju’y 12 at 2 at offices of Briggs, Great James st, Bedtord 


row 

Sherratt, William, Michaelchurch, Escley, Hereford, Farmer. July 8 
at 11.30 at « fices of Scobie, Offa s!, Hereford 

Skirving, David, and Semuel Ayland, Moston, nr Marchester, Sponge 
Cloth M-nufaecturers. July 1] at 3 at otices of Grundy and Co, 
Booth st, Manchester 

Smith, John, Roath, Cardiff, Ironmonger. July 7 at 10.30 at the 
Royal Hotel, St Marys‘, Cardiff. Cousins, Cardiff 

Smith, Robert, Bury, Lancashire, Decorator. July 9at3 at offices of 
Anderton, Garden at, Bury 

Stevens, Thomas, Coseley, Stafford, out of business, July 5 at 11 at the 
Globe Hotel, Mount P'essant. Bowen, Bilston 

Stewart, William Greenwell, Nantwich, Cheshire. Innkeeper. July 14 
at Il at the Osk Farm Inn, Oak st, Crewe. Hill, Crewe 

Stonham, John, Rye, Sussex, Wheeiwnght. July 2 at 12 at the Cinque 
Ports Hote!, Rye. Savery, Has ings 

Swanson, John George, Tynemouth, Coal Merchant, July 7 at il at 
offices of Harle, Pilgrim st, Newcastle-npen-Tyne 

Taylor, Char'es, Barnsley. York, Stone som July 8 at 11 at the 
Koyal Hotel, Church tt, Barnsicy. Marshall and Ownsworsh, Barns- 
ey 

Taylor, Henry Garnett, Barnsiey, York, Stone Mason. July 9at2 at 
offices of Rideal!, Chronicle chambers, Barnsley 

Taylor, Robert Arthur, Birmingham, Machinist. Jaly 4 at 3 at offices 
of Buller and Bickley, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 

Tomlinson, William, Pye Bridge, Derby, Miler. July 9 at 1 at the 
Station Inn, Worksop. Wilson, Alfrzton 

Wake, Jobn, Kimberworth, York, Builder. July 8 at 3 at offices of 
Hodgkinson and Pashley, Main st chambers, Main at, Rotherham 

Warrirgton, Henry James, Manchester, Dentist. July 11 at 3 at offices 
of Tucker, York st, Manchester 

Waterhouse, James, Birmingham, Journeyman Stone Mason. July 4 
at 3 at offices of Jrques, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Waterton, George, Shipley, York, Hay Dealer. Jaly7 at 11 at the 
Star and Garter Inn, Kirkgate, Shipley. Morgan and Morgan, Ship- 


Way, John, St Thomas the Apostle, Devon, Retired Farmer. July 7 at 
3 at the Queen’s Hotel, Queen st, Exeter. Fryer 

Williams, Cheries Greville, Edouard George Peter Thomas, and John 
Dower, Brentford, middlesex, Aniline Dye Manufacturers, July 14 
at 2 at offices cf Monns and Longden, Old Jewry 

Williams, James, Watton, Norfolk, Timber Mercuant. July 7 at 3 at 
offices of Grigson and Robinson, Watton 
iliiams, Lewi+, Aberdare, Grocer. July 4 at 1 at offices of Howell, 
Cannon st, Aberdare 





Williams, Richard, Lee Wood, Lancashire, Stone Merchan 1 
3at offices of Grtnly enb 0% tesoonane. Hargreaves ond Ral 


Newch: : 
Williams, Robert, Liantrisant, Giamorgan, Builder. Ja'y 10 gg | 
tee Merchaste Protection Association, Duke st, Cardiff, | 
owbridge aa 
Yoxall, Edward, Aleacer, Chester, Oil Merchant. July 8 at 1] atu 
Copeead Aas Mistal, Stoke-upon-Treat. Sherratt and Son, 
gro va 


SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 

Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, 
excess of fat extracted. Bi, 

The Faculty pronounce it ‘the most nutritious, perfectly digest 
beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or Supper, and invaluabl 
Invalids aod Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press, 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits all 
keeps better in all climates, and is four times the strength o 
THICKENED yet WEAKENED with starch, &c., and IN REALITY cH 
than such Mixtures. : 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful to a Brat’ 

ast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. } 

CocoaTINA A LA VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, 
a Chocolate, and may be taken when richer chocolate 
oibited. 

In tin packets at ls, 6d., 3s., &c., by Chemists and Grocers, 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. SCHWEITZER & CO., 10, Adam-street, London, W.C, 


PAINLESS DENTISTRY, 


MR. G. H. JONES, 
SURGEON DENTIST, 
57, GREAT RUSSELL-STREET, BLOOMSBURY 
(Immediately opposite the British Museum), 
Will be glad to forward his new Pamoblet gratis and post-free, 
explains the only perfectly painless system of adapting ARTIFICM 
TEETH (protected by Her Majesty’s Royal Letters Patent), 
have obtained five Prize Medals, London 1862, F 
1867, Philadelphia 1876, Vienna 1873, and New ¥ 
1853.—Consultation daily free. 


EDE AND 30N 
ROBE MAKERS ~ 














BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, ‘ i 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancelior, the Wiole of the Judicial Benh 
Corporation of London, &e. 4 
SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS, | 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN’S COUNSEL’S DITTO, 
CORPORATION ROBES UNIVERSITY CLERGY GOWNS, & 
ESTABLISHED 1689. : 


94. CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


‘ORTGAGES.—£80,000 for immediate Invese 
ment, on sums of £500 and upwards, to be advanced on ta 





holds, Leaseholds, Absolute and Contingent Reversions—Five per 
interest; on Landed Estates Four per Cent.—Apply to Messre, Jamar 
Beau & Son, 20, Regent-street, Waterloo-place. 








AW.—Wanted, by a Gentleman (about to be 
admitted), a Clerkship in a London Office.— Address, R. Coorg 
4, George-street, Croydon, surrey. i 








AW.—Arrears of Costs promptly worked up, Town 
4 or Country, by an experience1 Bill Clerk. Intricate 

adjusted cn moderate terms. References undeniable.—Address, Lax, 
2, Paradise-terrace, Hackney, E. 

AW.—RE-ENGAGEMENT WANTED by the 

ADVERTISER, age 27, as Assistant Common Law and C! 

CLERK, or General Cierk, town or country; four years’ god 
—s salary moderate.—J. P., 81, Harrison-street, Gray’s-i 


O SOLICITORS.—Wanted, a Capitalist to Finance 

an Architect in covering a Valuable Building Site in the Northem 

Suburbs. Advances to be made upon Surveyor’s Certificate. —M& 
S. R. Bont, Auctioneer, &c., 68a, Leadenball-street, London. 


NE or 'WO PUPILS preparing for the Bar 

Examinations WANTED to read with a Pupil pre for the 

game. Terms moderate. Apply,J.T., Solicitors’ Journal” Office, 
52, Carey-street, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C. 


NION BANK OF AUSTRALIA 
Established 1837, 
Paid-up capital ..sccssessscseeccseesece $1,487,500 
Reserve fund ..cccosesccccsscseccecseceece 7 
LETTEKS of OKEDIT and BILL4 on DEMAND, or at Thirty Days’ 
Sight, are granted on the Bank’s Branches throughout Aus'ralis sod 
New Zealand. BILLS on the Colonies are negotiated and sent 
collection, DEPOSITS are received, at notige, and for fixed period’, 08 
terms which may be ascertained on application. 
W. R. MEWBURN, Manager. 
1, Bank-buildings, Lothbury, London, E.C. 




















